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PREFACE. 

WE  have  many  excellent  polemical  works  of  great 
erudition,  written  to  refute  the  errors  of  the  age; 
but  their  arguments  are  based  on  supernatural  or  bibli 
cal  data,  and  the  deductions  drawn  from  them  can  only 
convince  and  refute  those  who  accept  the  premises  from 
which  the  conclusions  are  drawn.  There  is  a  large 
class  of  men  who,  in  fact,  do  not  admit  the  supernatural, 
and  with  such  it  is  useless  and  a  waste  of  time  to  argue 
from  a  supernatural  data.  The  biblist  admits  that  the 
Bible  is  the  Word  of  God,  as  he  understands  it  or 
professes  to  understand  it  by  his  private  judgment;  he 
acknowledges  no  other  rule  of  faith.  Private  interpre 
tation  of  the  Bible  is  his  fundamental  principle.  You 
may  prove  any  dogma  of  the  Church  or  supernatural 
truth  as  clearly  as  the  noon-day  sun;  if  the  truth  proved 
from  biblical  data  does  not  coincide  with  his  peculiar 
views,  he  will  inform  you  that  he  understands  the  Bible 
differently  from  you;  and  what  he  cannot  explain  away, 
he  denies.  He  assures  you  that  he  does  not  believe  in 
the  infallibility  of  the  Catholic  Church,  that  he  cannot 
accept  her  traditions  and  teachings.  What  will  you, 
therefore,  effect  by  your  arguments  drawn  from  the 
Holy  Scriptures,  and  from  the  traditions  of  the  Church? 
The  fact  is,  if  we  wish  to  refute  him,  we  must  put  him 
in  the  same  category  with  him  who  does  not  admit  the 
supernatural,  and  use  the  same  arguments  against  both. 
As  we  cannot  successfully  argue  with  them  from  super 
natural  data,  we  must  carry  on  the  contesbin  the  field  of 
the  natural  order,  and  refute  them  from  reason,  history, 
and  common  sense. 

But  the  infallibility  of  the  supreme^authority  of  the 
Church,  which  this  work  professes  to  prove,  is  a  doc- 


trine  which  belongs  to  the  supernatural  order,  and 
cannot,  therefore,  be  proved  from  reason,  because  the 
natural  does  not  conclude  the  supernatural.  Human 
reason  does  certainly  not  prove  the  supernatural,  but  it 
can  witness  such  supernatural  facts  as  fall  under  the 
senses.  I  have  shown,  in  this  work,  the  supernatural 
facts  or  miracles  which  Christ  performed  while  on  earth, 
to  prove  His  Divinity  to  the  world;  and  as  He  is  God, 
we  must  accept  all  the  natural  and  supernatural  truths 
He  revealed;  and  in  this  way  I  have  connected  the 
natural  with  the  supernatural,  and  have  acquired  super 
natural  data,  or  premises,  from  which  the  infallibility 
of  the  supreme  authority  of  the  Church  can  be  estab 
lished. 

If  there  were  no  God,  then,  no  reality,  no  being  or 
existence  of  any  kind,  could  exist.  The  plan,  therefore, 
of  this  work  requires  us  to  prove  the  existence  of  God, 
and  also  his  attributes,  in  order  to  have  a  solid  basis  on 
which  our  arguments  can  securely  rest.  Then  we 
refute  pantheism,  materialism,  anti-free-willism,  and 
opinionisms,  or  private-interpretationism  of  the  Bible. 
We  then  show  that  the  end  of  man  is  in  the  super 
natural  order,  and  that  he  must  have  supernatural 
revelation,  and  a  principle  of  infallibility  distinct  from 
the  Bible  to  know  the  existence  of  such  a  revelation 
from  which  he  can  learn  the  means  to  gain  his  end. 
Against  the  Universalists,  who  virtually  deny  the  neces 
sity  of  supernatural  revelation,  we  prove  that  there  is  a 
place  of  eternal  punishment.  Finally,  from  the  union 
of  the  Divine  and  human  elements  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  we  show  that  her  supreme  authority,  or  the 
Pope  teaching  faith  and  morals  ex  cathedra,  must  be 
infallible. 


CHAPTER    FIRST. 

THE  DESTINY  OF   MAN. 

IF  we  take  a  view  of  the  creation  we  behold  an  almost 
endless  variety  of  beings.  On  earth  the  waters  roll 
ing  over  the  vast  deep  are  restricted  by  limits  assigned 
them  by  the  Creator:  "Thus  far  you  shall  go  and  no 
farther."  Numberless  animals  of  every  description 
inhabit  the  immense  ocean.  The  earth  is  filled  with  a 
variety  of  animals  of  every  species.  If  we  gaze  on  the 
firmament,  we  see  it  studded  with  numberless  stars, 
whose  brilliancy  excites  our  admiration;  immense 
planets  are  constantly  moving  through  the  broad  field  of 
space.  Every  object  in  creation  proclaims  the  power, 
the  immensity  and  the  goodness  of  God.  All  these 
beings,  which  we  behold  throughout  the  material  world, 
are  not  endowed  with  the  noble  faculties  of  intellect, 
memory  and  will.  Man  having  received  these  sublime 
faculties  from  his  Creator,  is  thereby  at  once  elevated 
above  the  whole  material  creation.  He  masters  by  his 
intellect,  the  most  difficult  and  obstruse  sciences;  on  its 
pinions  he  soars  even  to  the  very  heavens,  numerates 
the  stars,  calculates  the  motion  of  the  planets  and 
unfolds  the  secrets  of  the  firmament.  The  discoveries 
and  progress  of  the  several  sciences,  and  the  variety  of 
the  different  inventions  proclaim  the  activity  and  the 
sublime  superiority  of  the  human  intellect. 

It    is   moreover    a   fact   known    by   observation   and 
experience  that  man  cannot  attain  perfect  happiness  fn 
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this  life;  the  heart  is  continually  restless  and  seeks  after 
happiness;  when  it  has  gained  the  object  of  its  desires, 
it  seeks  after  something  else.  St.  Augustine,  on  whom 
the  world  had  smiled  and  had  lavished  her  choicest 
gifts,  found  no  happiness;  when  he  had  discovered  what 
he  thought  would  satisfy  his  heart,  he  found  it  still  void. 
It  was  only  after  he  had  fixed  his  soul  on  the  Eternal 
Good,  that  he  found  rest;  and  then  exclaimed:  "O  God! 
Thou  didst  create  our  hearts  for  Thyself,  and  they 
cannot  rest  until  they  rest  in  Thee." 

The  pagans  believed  that  the  souls  of  their  departed 
heroes,  and  those  of  others,  who,  in  their  estimation, 
wrere  good  men,  who  lived  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  rectitude,  were  blessed  with  perpetual  happiness. 
The  place  of  future  happiness  after  death  was  in  the 
lower  world.  The  happy  souls  lived  in  perfect  felicity; 
a  perpetual  spring  refreshed  them  with  its  verdure  and 
balmy  air.  They  had  their  own  sun  by  whose  light  and 
warmth  they  were  regaled.  The  firmament  of  their 
happy  abode  was  studded  with  numberless  and  brilliant 
stars;  and  the  fields  were  decorated  with  flowers  of 
different  hue.  Delightful  groves,  limpid  streams,  and 
crystal  fountains  enhanced  the  happiness  of  the 
fortunate  inhabitants.  They  had  different  sorts  of 
amusements  resembling  those  of  the  upper  world. 
Some  exercised  their  limbs  on  the  grassy  green,  con 
tended  in  sports  and  wrestled  in  the  sand;  while  others 
amused  themselves  by  dancing  and  singing.  In  relation 
to  the  idea  of  pagan  happiness  after  death  the  poet  says: 

"She  said:  and  through  the  gloomy  shades  they  passed, 

And  close  the  middle  part. — Arrived  at  last, 

The  prince  with  living  water  sprinkled  o'er 

His  limbs;  and  then  approached  the  door, 

He  fixed,  the  fatal  bough  required  by  Pluto's  love. 

These  holy  rites  performed  they  took  their  way 
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Where  long  extended  plains  of  pleasure  lay. 

The  verdant  fields  those  of  heav'n  may  vie, 

With  ether  vested  and  a  purple  sky 

The  blissful  seats  of  happy  souls  below; 

Stars  of  their  own,  and  their  own  suns,  they  know, 

Their  airy  limbs  in  sport  they  exercise, 

And,  on  the  green  contend  the  wrestling  prize. 

Some,  in  heroic  verse  divinely  sing; 

Others  in  artful  measures  lead  the  ring. 

The  Thracian  bard  surrounded  by  the  rest, 

There  stands  conspicuous  in  his  flowing  vest, 

His  flying  fingers,  and  harmonious  quill, 

Strikes  sev'n  distinguished  notes,  and  sev'n  at  once  they  fill."    (i) 

The  pagans,  in  common  with  us  and  with  the  entire 
human  race,  had  aspirations  of  the  soul,  or  a  constant 
desire  of  happiness  beyond  or  above  the  reach  of  our 
natural  powers.  Nature,  as  pure  nature  can  have  no 
wants,  no  aspirations,  beyond  nature,  or  wants  with 
which  it  cannot  be  satisfied  within  the  sphere  of  the 
natural  order.  But  as  man  has  desires  or  aspirations 
which  he  can  never  obtain  by  his  natural  powers,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  his  end  lies  not  in  the  natural 
but  in  the  supernatural  order;  and  in  order  to  attain  it, 
his  nature  must  be  elevated  by  a  supernatural  power  so 
that  he  may  be  enabled  to  attain  his  supernatural  end. 
But  by  a  strange  infatuation  the  nations  of  paganism 
lost  sight  of  this  important  fact.  We  look  in  vain  in 
all  the  pagan  theology  ever  written,  for  supernatural 
happiness  after  death;  it  assigns  no  other  than  merely 
natural  happiness  beyond  the  grave.  This  error  is  not 
only  confined  to  the  ancient  pagans;  many,  in  this  age, 
entirely  deny  the  supernatural  order,  while  others, 
though  they  profess  to  believe  in  supernatural  revela 
tion,  explain  it  in  such  a  manner  that  nothing  super- 


(i)  Dryden's  Virgil,  Book  Sixth. 
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natural  remains;  or  if  they  admit  the  supernatural,  they 
deny  many  supernatural  truths  contained  in  the  deposit 
of  supernatural  revelation. 

To  meet  and  refute  these  and  other  errors  of  the  age 
is  not  an  easy  task.  They  are  not  specific,  as  were  the 
errors  of  the  Nestorians,  of  the  Arians,  of  the  Pelagians, 
and  those  of  other  ancient  heresearchs,  but  are  errors 
in  general  and  of  every  form;  and  the  only  basis  on 
which  they  can  rest  is  the  opinion  of  those  who  hold 
and  advocate  them. 

If  you  convict  the  advocate  of  error,  who  professes  to 
believe  in  the  Bible,  he  appeals  to  reason;  convict  him 
from  reason,  he  appeals  to  private  sentiment,  or  to  his 
own  opinion;  convict  him  from* private  sentiment,  he  ap 
peals  to  skepticism,  or  flies  back  to  reason,  to  Scripture 
or  to  tradition,  and  alternately  from  one  to  the  other, 
and  never  scruples  to  affirm  what  he  denied,  or  to  deny 
what  he  affirmed.  Besides  this  class  of  men,  there  are 
.others  who  advocate  still  more  baneful  doctrines.  Thus 
for  instance,  the  pantheist  says:  "I  am  one  of  the 
innumerable  manifestations  of  the  Universal  Being. 
Like  the  bubble  which  rises  for  an  instant  on  the  surface 
of  the  deep,  I  shall  return  to  the  common  mass  to  con 
tribute  4o  the  life  of  the  great  whole:  by  the  energetic 
display  of  my  faculties  is  my  sole  destiny,  and  my 
euphemeral  existence."  The  materialist  says:  "I  am 
matter:  a  more  perfect  organization  is  given  me  over 
other  animals,  the  advantage  of  speech  and  thought.  I 
must,  then,  be  eager  for  pleasure,  and  an  enemy  of  suf 
fering;  my  only  duty  is  to  procure  the  one  and  avoid  the 
other  till  death  comes  to  annihilate  my  existence  in  the 
tomb."  Atheism  goes  still  further:  it  denies  the  exist 
ence  of  God,  attributes  everything  to  nature  or  chance, 
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and  consequently  subverts  the  whole  moral  order.      The 
very  pagan  cries  out  against  this  absurdity: 

"Dii  prohibete  minas:  dii  talem  advert  it  e  casum." 
The  cause  of  these  baneful  errors  of  the  age  has  its 
origin  in  the  mistaken  notions  of  God  and  His  attributes. 
God  is  the  Supreme  Being  existing  by  His  own  essence, 
or  by  the  necessity  of  His  nature,  infinitely  perfect  in  all 
His  attributes;  nothing  can  be  thought  of  greater  or 
more  perfect  than  He,  as  will  be  shown  further  on. 


CHAPTER    SECOND. 

ATHEISM. 

WE  could  hardly  suppose  that  men  are  found  who 
assign  the  same  destiny  to  man  as  they  allot  to 
the  brute,  were  it  not  that  they  are  endeavoring  to  spread 
their  pernicious  doctrines  so  pregnant  of  every  crime. 
They  not  only  do  their  work  of  destruction  in  the  ordi 
nary  walks  of  life,  but  also  strive  by  their  sophistical 
and  baneful  writings  to  obliterate  the  name  and  idea  of 
God  from  the  minds  of  men.  It  is  said  by  some  that 
there  are  negative  atheists,  that  is,  persons  who  are  said 
to  be  entirely  ignorant  of  the  existence  of  God,  that  they 
never  heard  of  Him,  and  that  the  idea  of  a  Supreme 
Being  never  entered  their  minds.  It  appears  certain  to 
me  that,  during  the  long  course  of  ages,  no  such  persons 
ever  existed;  and  further  on  I  will  give  my  reasons. 
Negative  atheism  has  in  reality  no  existence  except  in 
some  futile  imaginations. 

The  positive  atheists  have  a  knowledge  of  God;  and 
perhaps  believed  for  sometime  in  His  existence:  never 
theless  strive  to  prove  the  non-existence  of  the  Deity 
with  every  species  of  argument  and  refined  sophistry. 
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The  origin  of  atheism  is  very  ancient,  for  we  find 
some  of  the  ancient  philosophers  who  professed  to  be 
atheists.  The  Edinburgh  Encylopaedia  says:  "Till  the 
time  of  Anaxagoras,  the  leader  of  the  Ionic  School,  were 
atheists  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word.  There  is  some 
doubt  with  regard  to  Thales  whose  language  is  ex 
tremely  ambiguous;  but  the  tenets  of  his  immediate  fol 
lowers,  Anaxander  and  Anaximenes  are  decidedly  hostile 
to  the  supposition  that  the  mind  was  the  first  principle 
of  things.  If  there  were  gods,  they  were  either  air  itself 
or  the  progeny  of  air.  Diogenes  Appoloniates  held 
similar  opinions,  which  approached  very  nearly  to  the 
system  of  Spinosa.  At  a  period  equally  ancient,  Con 
fucius,  though  he  spoke  sometimes  of  the  spirit  of 
heaven,  is  generally  believed  to  have  propagated  an 
atheistic  creed  among  his  followers,  in  as  much,  that 
from  his  time,  the  literati  of  China  have  been  considered 
a  race  of  atheists.  It  is  alleged  by  others  that  Foe,  be 
fore  his  death,  revealed  to  a  few  disciples  his  secret  doc 
trine,  that  inanity  and  vacuity  were  the  principles  of  all 
things;  and  this  incomprehensible  dogma  having  trans 
pired  is  said  to  have  given  rise  to  the  infidel  notion  of 
the  philosopher.  -Couplet,  the  Jesuit,  endeavors  to  vin 
dicate  Confucius  from  the  charge,  and  Sir  William 
Jones  subscribes  to  the  opinion  of  the  missionary;  but 
we  must  own,  that  neither  in  the  writings  of  Confucius 
nor  in  the  religious  worship  of  the  people  is  there  any 
trace  of  a  belief  in  a  Supreme  God,  or  in  any  power 
much  superior  to  human  beings.  Sir  William  Temple 
is  said  to  be  a  follower  of  Confucius,  and  to  have  be 
lieved  that  this  world  existed  in  its  present  state  from 
all  eternity."  (i) 


(i)  Vol.  3d,  page  6th. 
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That  there  are  atheists  in  China  can  be  freely  ad 
mitted;  but  that  the  Chinese  have  no  notion  of  some  Su 
preme  Being  is  not  founded  in  fact.      I  will  let  the  editor 
of  the  Edinborough  speak  for  himself.      In  volume  sixth, 
page  90   he   says:       "About   the   year    1070,    under  the 
dynasty   of   Song,    several   learned   men   applied   them 
selves    to  interpret    the  sacred  books  called   King  and 
one  of  them  named  Shao-kang-tse,  distinguished  by  his 
superior  erudition,  became  the  founder  of  a  new  system. 
He  taught  first  of  all  that  the  world  had  a  beginning  and 
will  come  to  an  end,  when  it  will  again  be  produced, 
and    again   be  destroyed   in   endless   successions.       He 
fixed  its  duration  at  129,600  years,  which  he  divided  into 
twelve  periods,   each  containing   10,800  years.      In  the 
first   of  these   the   heavens   were    gradually  created    by 
motion  which  Tay-kee   impressed  upon   matter,    which 
had  hitherto  remained  immovable.      In  the  second,  the 
earth  was  produced  in  the  same  deliberate  manner;  in 
the  third,  men  and  other  living  creatures  began  to  come 
into  existence;  and  so  on  to  the  eleventh  period,   when 
all  things  shall  be  destroyed,  and  the  world  shall  turn 
into  chaos,  from  which  it  shall  not  again  be  evolved  till 
the  end  of  the  twelfth  period.      About  the  year  1400  the 
Emperor  Young-lo,   of  the  Ming  dynasty,   commanded 
several  learned  men  to  combine  the  principles  of  Shao- 
kang-tse  into  a  system  by  interpreting  the  books  of  Con 
fucius   and    Men-tse   called    King.      In   this  work  they 
gave  the  name  of  Tay-kee  (or  great  light)   to  the  cause 
of  all  things,  although  this  word  is  not  to  be  found  in 
the  writings  of   Confucius  or  Meng-tse;  but  from  a  pass 
age  in  one  of  the  commentaries  of  the  former  philoso 
pher,  they  professed  to  derive  these  tenets,  that  Tay-kee 
is  separated  from  the  imperfection  of  nature,  is  an  exist 
ing  being None  of  these  different  systems  can 
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be  said  to  be  the  prevailing  creed  in  China;  or,  what  is 
more  remarkable,  could  be  found  existing  pure  and  dis 
tinct  from  the  rest.  The  greater  part  of  the  Chinese 
have  no  decided  opinion  whatever  on  the  subject,  and 
are  either  complete  atheists,  or,  if  they  acknowledge  a 
Supreme  Being,  are  utterly  ignorant  in  what  view  He 
ought  to  be  regarded;  while  they  all  combine  with  their 
peculiar  sentiments,  the  multifarious  superstitions  of  the 
more  popular  sects.  Of  all  these  tolerated  and  estab 
lished  religious  persuasions  the  emperor  is  the  supreme 
head;  without  whose  permission  not  one  of  them  can 
enjoy  a  single  privilege  or  point  of  pre-eminence:  and 
who  can  diminish  or  increase,  at  his  pleasure,  the  num 
ber  of  their  respective  temples  and  priests." 

Shao-kang-tse  taught  that  the  world  had  a  begin 
ning:  he  therefore  presupposed  a  Creator  or  a  Being 
superior  to  creation;  in  fact  his  language  indicates  the 
notion  of  a  Supreme  Being.  Again,  he  says  that  in  the 
first  of  these  periods  the  heavens  were  gradually  created 
by  motion  which  Toy-kee  impressed  upon  matter  which 
had  hitherto  remained  immoveable.  Here,  according 
to  him,  we  find  an  intelligent  agent  acting  upon  matter, 
and  the  creation  of  the  heavens  is  the  consequence. 
That  the  notions  of  the  Chinese,  with  regard  to  God 
and  creation,  are  not  correct  is  not  wonderful;  but  amid 
all  their  errors  it  can  be  seen  that  the  idea  of  God  was 
riot  obliterated  from  their  minds,  and  consequently  they 
cannot  be  properly  called  atheists.  The  historian 
Alzog  says  that  the  Chinese  had  neither  a  word  nor  a 
sign  in  their  language  adequate  to  express  or  represent 
the  Supreme  Being,  and  used  instead,  either  Tesn  mean 
ing  Heaven,  or  Tac  supreme  reason  or  a  power  whose 
manifestations  was  visible  in  the  starry  heavens,  on 
earth  and  in  man.  Atheism  pretends  to  be  able  to 
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direct  men  and  society,  to  promote  the  happiness,  to 
improve  the  moral  and  social  condition  of  mankind;  but 
its  philanthropical  professions  and  pretended  zeal  are 
like  splendid  castles  built  in  the  air,  grand  and  beautiful 
in  a  fertile  imagination.  Atheism  admits  that  man  is 
created  for  happiness,  for  it  professes  to  promote  his 
happiness;  and  it  cannot,  moreover,  deny  the  aspirations 
of  the  human  soul,  the  constant  longing  after  happiness 
which  cannot  be  attained  in  this  life.  Hence,  as  a  man 
has  a  constant  desire  of  happiness  which  he  cannot 
obtain  in  this  life;  and  as  he  cannot  divest  himself  of 
this  desire,  he  must  naturally  have  hope  to  obtain  it 
finally.  Hope  in  the  natural  order  may  be  denned  as  a 
desire  of  some  good,  accompanied,  at  least,  with  a 
slight  expectation  of  obtaining  it,  or  a  belief  that  it  is 
obtainable.  Hope  differs  from  wish  and  desire  in  this, 
that  it  implies  some  expectation  of  obtaining  the  good 
desired,  or  the  possibility  of  possessing  it.  In  the 
supernatural  order,  it  implies  something  supernatural, 
and  supernatural  aid  to  gain  the  supernatural  object. 
As  the  stars  in  the  firmament  scatter  their  brilliant  rays 
through  the  heavens,  dissipate  the  darkness  of  the  night 
and  induce  us  to  admire  the  works  of  creation,  so  hope 
in  the  firmament  of  life  is  a  star  dispelling  our  sorrows, 
consoling  us  in  misfortune  and  promising  us  a  glorious 
future.  We  are  embarked  on  the  stormy  ocean  of  life; 
when  billows  of  trials  and  difficulties  like  mountains 
arise  and  sweep  over  the  sea  of  life,  then  hope  comes  to 
our  aid;  she  inspires  us  with  confidence  that  we  shall 
safely  arrive  at  the  port  of  safety.  She  assures  the 
trodden  down,  the  oppressed,  that  their  sufferings  will 
have  an  end,  that  the  day  of  deliverance  and  joy  will 
soon  be  at  hand;  she  points  towards  the  heavens  and 
tells  them  that  God  has  prepared  eternal  happiness  for 
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them,  if  they  use  the  means  ordained  by  the  Divine 
Goodness  to  obtain  it.  But  how  sad  is  the  doctrine  of 
atheism,  how  full  of  horror  and  despair!  It  leaves  no 
hope  of  reward  for  crushed  innocence,  no  merit,  no 
reward  for  the  practice  of  virtue,  no  hope  of  future 
happiness,  and  consequently  consigns  no  other  end  to 
man  than  that  of  the  dumb  brute/  The  poor  man  who 
gains  his  subsistence  by  his  daily  toil,  is  animated  with 
the  hope  that  his  poverty  will  end,  and  that  a  day  of 
happiness  is  in  store  for  him;  hence,  in  his  humble 
cabin  the  voice  of  prayer  and  the  song  of  the  Divine 
praises  are  heard.  Angels  present  his  petitions  like 
fragrant  inscense  before  the  throne  of  God,  Who  hears 
the  prayers  of  his  servants  and  grants  them  good  things. 
What  a  consoling  thought!  But  atheism  deprives  man 
of  all  this  consolation.  Furthermore,  the  man  who  is 
comfortably  situated  can  have  no  interest  in  being  an 
atheist.  In  addition  to  this  Chateaubriand  says  most 
appropriately:  "How  soothing  to  him  (the  rich  man) 
must  be  the  reflection  that  his  days  will  be  prolonged 
beyond  this  present  life!  With  what  despair  would  he 
quit  this  present  world  if  he  conceived  that  he  was  part 
ing  from  happiness  forever!  In  vain  would  fortune 
heap  her  favors  upon  him;  they  would  only  serve  to 
inspire  him  with  the  greater  horror  of  annihilation. 
The  rich  man  may  likewise  rest  assured  that  religion 
wilK-enhance  his  pleasures,  by  mingling  with  them  an 
affable  satisfaction;  his  heart  will  not  be  hardened  nor 
will  he  be  cloyed  with  enjoyment,  which  is  the  natural 
result  of  a  long  series  of  prosperity.  Religion  prevents 
aridity  of  heart,  as  is  intimated  in  her  ceremonial.  The 
Holy  oil,  which  she  uses  in  the  consecration  of 
authority,  of  youth  and  of  death,  teach  us  that  they  are 
not  destined  to  a  moral  or  eternal  sterility." 
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Atheism  not  only  deprives  man  of  hope,  the  solace 
in  affliction  and  the  anchor  of  the  ship  of  life,  for  hope 
is  founded  on  religion  and  religion  in  God,  but  it 
destroys  authority  which  has  its  foundation  in  the 
eternal  principles  of  justice:  "Man,"  says  Balmes  "was 
not  created  to  live  alone,  his  existence  supposes  a 
family;  his  inclinations  urge  him  to  form  an  alliance, 
without  which  the  human  race  could  not  be  perpetuated. 
Families  are  connected  with  one  another  by  intimate 
and  indestructible  ties;  they  have  common  wants;  none 
can  insure  happiness,  or  even  preservation  without  the 
aid  of  the  others.  Therefore  they  are  bound  to  enter 
into  society;  society  cannot  exist  without  order,  order 
without  justice;  and  both  require  a  guardian,  an  inter 
preter,  an  executor.  This  is  civil  power.  God,  Who 
created  man  and  willed  his  preservation,  consequently 
willed  the  existence  of  society,  and  the  power  it  requires. 
Now,  the  existence  of  the  civil  power  is  as  conformable 
to  the  will  of  God  as  the  paternal;  if  families  have  need 
of  the  paternal,  society  has  no  less  need  of  the  civil 
power."  From  the  above  we  see  that  the  civil  power 
comes  from  God;  and  St.  Thomas  proves  this  very 
clearly:  "In  the  first  place,"  he  says,  "all  power  comes 
from  God,  for  power  exists,  and  all  existences  come 
from  God;  power  is  sovereignty,  and  God  is  the  Lord, 
the  Supreme  Master  of  all  things;  power  is  a  right,  and 
in  God  is  found  the  source  of  all  right;  power  is  a  moral 
movement,  and  God  is  the  universal  cause  of  all  sorts 
of  movements;  power  tends  towards  an  exalted  end,  and 
God  is  the  end  of  all  creatures;  His  Providence  ordains 
and  directs  all  things  with  mercy  and  efficacy." 

We  cannot  take  the  civil  power  in  the  abstract,  we 
must  take  it  in  the  concrete,  that  is,  it  must  reside  in 
someone,  who  is  legitimately  appointed  to  govern 
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society;  but  the  exercise  of  moral  power  pre-supposes 
laws.  A  law,  according  to  St.  Thomas,  is  a  certain 
ordinance  of  reason,  promulgated  by  him  who  has  care 
of  the  community  or  of  society.  Reason  is  an  intuition 
of  principles,  or  the  seeing  of  self-evident  truths,  such 
as  two  and  two  are  four;  the  whole  is  greater  than  any 
of  its  parts.  But  reason  equally  and  clearly  points  out 
the  natural  law  written  on  the  heart  of  man.  The 
natural  law,  as  St.  Thomas  defines  it,  is  a  participation 
of  the  eternal  law,  dictating  and  prescribing  that  which 
is  internally  good  must  be  done,  and  what  is 
internally  evil  must  be  avoided.  As  the  natural  law 
is  a  participation  of  the  eternal  law,  it  is  well  to  under 
stand  what  is  meant  by  the  eternal  law.  The  eternal 
law,  as  St.  Augustin  defines  it,  is  the  Divine  Reason  or 
the  will  of  God  commanding  the  natural  order  to  be 
preserved,  and  not  to  be  thrown  into  confusion. 

But  if  according  to  the  atheist  there  be  no  God, 
there  can  be  no  eternal  law,  no  natural  law,  and  conse 
quently  no  difference  between  good  and  evil.  Moral 
goodness  is  conformity  of  our  free  actions  to  the  eternal 
and  immutable  order.  Moral  evil  is  the  opposite  of 
moral  goodness.  But  if  there.be  no  difference  between 
moral  good  and  moral  evil,  then  there  can  be  no  virtue, 
for  virtue  is  founded  on  religion,  and  God  is  the  Author 
and  Founder  of  the  true  religion.  Religion  teaches  or 
rather  God  Himself,  even  as  He  manifests  Himself  in 
the  natural  order,  that  virtue  will  be  rewarded  and  crime 
will  be  punished;  but  remove  the  restraint  of  religion, 
then,  men  adhering  to  the  dictates  of  corrupt  human 
nature,  will  follow  the  suggestions  of  vice  rather  than 
those  of  virtue;  they  will  plunge  into  every  crime;  then, 
conscience,  the  inerrable  witness  within  the  soul,  point- 
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ing  out  the  good  to  be  done  and  the  evil  to  be  shunned, 
is  a  mere  chimera. 

Moreover,  if  there  be  no  difference  between  good 
and  evil,  there  can  be  no  security  among  men;  for  what 
harm  does  a  man  then  do  if  he  despoil  his  neighbor  of 
his  goods,  if  he  deprive  him  of  his  rights,  or  even  if  he 

take  away  his  life  and  expose  his  family  to  destitution 

to  starvation.  The  rights  of  men  are  founded  on  the 
eternal  principle  of  justice;  but  if  there  be  no  God  there 
can  be  no  eternal  principle  of  justice,  and  consequently 
no  rights;  then  brute  force  only  remains.  Atheism, 
then  destroys  the  liberty,  rights,  and  obligations  of  man 
towards  other  men,  and  gives  to  the  supreme  authority 
of  society  no  other  motives  than  brute  force  as  a  prin 
ciple  to  govern  its  subjects.  Atheism  therefore  destroys 
society  by  removing  the  foundation  on  which  it  rests, 
namely,  the  principle  of  eternal  justice. 


CHAPTER     THIRD. 

NEGATIVE    ATHEISM    HAS    IN    REALITY    NO 
EXISTENCE. 

rjlHERE  can  be  no  negative  atheists,  that  is,  persons 
who  have  never  heard  of  God,  who  have  no  notion 
of  a  Supreme   Being,  at  least,  in  an  indirect  manner,  or 
who  have  no  idea  of  God  as  the  Author  of  nature. 

We  know  from  our  intimate  sense  that  we  exist;  he 
who  denies  this,  denies  nature  itself;  but  we  are  just  as 
certain  that  we  think  and  exercise  our  reason.  In  order, 
existence  is  prior  to  thought,  for  without  existence  there 
can  be  no  thought;  but  it  is  self-evident  that  we  exist 
and  have  the  power  of  thinking,  for  we  are  certain  that 
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the  whole  is  greater  than  any  of  its  parts;  no  discursive 
reason  is  required  to  arrive  at  the  knowledge  of  this 
truth,  because  it  is  self-evident;  but  reason  equally  and 
clearly  manifests  the  natural,  or  ethical  law,  which,  as 
we  have  said,  is  a  participation  of  the  eternal  law;  it 
dictates  and  prescribes  that  we  must  do  that  which  is  in 
trinsically  good,  and  shows  what  is  intrinsically  evil. 
There  is,  then,  a  law  written  on  the  heart  of  man,  and 
binds  his  conscience,  for  if  he  commits  a  crime,  con 
science  immediately  upbraids  him;  he  feels  remorse;  the 
secret  monitor  within  his  bosom,  tells  him  that  he  has 
done  wrong,  that  he  has  violated  some  law.  Remorse 
of  conscience  is  only  felt  by  the  evil  doer;  while  on  the 
other  hand  conscience  approves  of  good  acts;  it  brings 
joy  to  him  who  performs  them,  as  is  evident  from  our 
intimate  sense  and  from  experience;  but  a  law  written 
on  the  heart  of  man  presupposes  a  legislator  pointing 
out  and  commanding  the  good  to  be  done  and  the  evil 
to  be  avoided,  for  there  can  be  no  law  without  a  legisla 
tor.  Legislator  and  law  are  correlative  terms;  they 
connote  each  other;  we  can  have  no  idea  of  law  without 
the  notion  of  a  legislator;  therefore  the  atheist  has  a 
notion  of  a  Supreme  Legislator,  Who  has  written  His 
law  on  the  heart  of  man;  and  this  Legislator  is  no  other 
than  the  Author  of  nature,  for  no  man,  no  created 
power,  can  enact  such  a  law.  The  atheist  has,  then,  at 
least,  an  indistinct  and  confuse  knowledge  of  a  Supreme 
Being  as  the  Author  of  nature,  and  therefore  there  can 
be  no  negative  atheists.  I  will  give  a  passage  from 
Liberatori,  which  I  think  will  satisfy  any  reasonable 
man:  "The  autonomy  of  reason  is  senseless:  The 
autonomy  of  reason  does  not  assume  to  explain  any 
obligation  except  reason  itself,  for  it  asserts  that  the 
human  mind  in  operating  does  not  accept  any  limit  or 
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starting  point  unless  from  itself;  every  other  power  to 
which  it  is  subject  is  removed.  But  this  is  absurd. 
Human  reason  cannot  ignore  the  idea  of  some  Supreme 
Being,  from  which  it  receives  its  existence,  and  which  it 
cannot  conceive  to  be  finite;  it  cannot,  therefore, 
ignore  the  notion  of  a  Supreme  Being  Who  rules 
over  us,  Who  commands  His  laws  to  be  observed,  and 
Who  wills  the  order  of  things  to  be  preserved.  In 
asserting  the  contrary,  the  rationalist  attributes  a  mode 
of  action  to  the  soul  which  (mode  of  action)  belongs  to 
God  alone. 

Again,  if,  as  the  rationalists  maintain,  our  mind  can 
ignore  or  be  ignorant  of  the  idea  of  a  Supreme  Being, 
then,  the  notion  of  every  obligation  would  be  destroyed, 
but  not  all  the  rationalists  seem  to  admit  this.  Obliga 
tion  in  fact  implies  the  exercise  jurisdiction  and  power 
in  him  who  exercises  them;  there  must,  then,  be  a  dis 
tinction  between  him  who  commands  and  him  who 
obeys,  or  between  the  superior  and  his  subjects.  Hu 
man  reason  cannot  be  distinguished  from  man  himself, 
for  it  is  a  faculty  which  belongs  to  man;  and  much  less 
can  it  be  considered  to  be  superior  to  man,  for  a  faculty 
is  only  an  instrument  of  the  subject  to  which  it  belongs; 
but  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  rationalists  the  human 
mind  is  in  truth  free  from  every  obligation;  but  this 
would  cause  incredible  disturbance,  and  would  encroach 
upon  the  moral  and  judicial  orders.  Our  reason  is  a 
principle  of  obligation,  of  knowledge  and  not  a  produc 
tion;  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  considered  otherwise  than 
as  the  herald  that  speaks  to  us  in  the  name  of  the 
Author  of  nature,  and  by  which  the  Author  of  nature 
promulgates  His  commands. 

But  you  say  if  this  be  so,  then,  every  practical  judg 
ment  of  reason  obliges  us  to  think  of  God  which  is  not 
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admissible,  for  it  frequently  happens  that  we  form  such 
judgement  without  thinking  of  God.  I  answer,  although 
in  forming  such  judgments,  we  do  not  explicitly  and 
distinctly  think  of  God;  but  always  implicitly  and  in  a 
confuse  manner,  for  we  cannot  form  such  practical  judg 
ments  of  reason  without  at  least,  some  obscure  and 
indistinct  idea  of  an  occult  power  which  commands  us, 
and  which,  in  itself  objectively  considered,  is  nothing 
else  than  God.  The  idea  of  the  existence  and  of  the 
Providence  of  God  must  indeed  be  supposed  when  we 
form  within  us  such  practical  judgments  of  reason 
inducing  us  to  do  what  is  good  and  deserving  and  deter 
ring  us  from  evil,  as  something  necessarily  springing 
from  our  rational  nature;  and  indeed  we  understand 
their  Author  to  be  no  other  than  He  from  Whom  nature 
proceeds  and  by  Whom  it  is  governed. 

The  Author  of  nature  alone  can  exercise  His  influ 
ence  over  the  rational  constitution  of  our  nature,  and 
prescribe  a  rule  of  action  for  it.  Experience  also  evi 
dences  this  truth,  for  each  one,  (provided  he  follows  the 
dictates  of  his  rational  nature,  and  has  not  seared  his 
conscience  with  criminal  habits)  is  seized  with  fear, 
though  unwillingly,  and  is  firmly  persuaded  that  he 
shall  not  escape  punishment;  hence  there  is  a  philo 
sophical  sin  notwithstanding  the  denial  of  the  rational 
ists.  Although  the  dictates  of  reason  pointing  out  to 
us  the  sole  morality  of  our  actions,  even  though 
they  be  abstracted  from  the  mind  when  we  act,  may  be 
considered  a  part  of  reason,  nevertheless  in  reality  they 
cannot  be  separated  from  it,  for  as  they  are  actually 
produced  in  us,  so  they  can  never  be  separated  from 
the  Author  by  Whom  we  are  commanded  to  embrace 
the  good  and  avoid  the  evil,  but  the  dictates  produced 
by  this  Authority  enact  a  law,  and  he  who  violates  it  has, 
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at  least,  an  indistinct  or  confused  knowledge  of  his  acts 
as  an  offense  agaist  God.  A  judgment  (of  reason)  as  I 
have  said,  gives  us  an  implicit  idea  of  a  Superior  to 
Whom  nature  must  be  subject,  and  if  we  act  contrary 
to  what  He  commands  we  despise  His  authority. 
Hence  is  seen  what  that  moral  necessity  necessarily  is 
which  produced  the  necessity  of  law;  and  it  properly 
consists  in  this  that  a  man  cannot  rebel  against  the 
authority  of  the  law  without  subverting  the  order  of 
reason  dictated  by  Divine  Wisdom,  and  without  acting, 
contrary  to  the  will  of  the  Superior  Legislator,  (i) 

The  oldest  record  of  any  nation,  at  least  as  far  as 
history  informs  us,  is  that  of  the  Jews,  who  admit  the 
Old  Testament  not  only  as  a  faithful  exponent  of  their 
doctrines,  but  also  as  the  inspired  word  of  God.  On  its 
very  first  page  we  find  the  doctrine  of  one  God  clearly 
recorded,  also  that  the  creation  of  all  things  from 
nothing  is  the  work  of  the  Deity:  "In  the  beginning 
God  created  Heaven  and  earth."  Their  other  records, 
moreover,  express  their  belief  in  one  eternal  God  the 
Creator  of  Heaven  and  earth  and  all  things;  their  sacri 
fices  under  the  Old  Law,  their  mode  of  worship,  their 
ceremonial,  and  in  fine  their  rrstory  before  and  after  the 
Christian  era,  all  testify  that  they  believe  and  have 
always  believed  in  the  existence  of  one  eternal  God,  the 
Creator  and  Supreme  Lord  of  all  things. 

From  the  writings  of  the  gentiles  we  also  learn  that 
they  had  the  notion  of  God.  Though  they  were  poly- 
theists,  yet  the  idea  of  a  Supreme  Being  was  not  effaced 
from  their  minds.  Plato,  one  of  the  most  celebrated 
philosophers  of  the  Greeks,  says:  "God  formed  the 
universe  after  the  mode  existing  from  all  eternity  in 


(i)   Liberator!1  s  Moral  Philosophy  Page  100. 
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Himself"  (i).  Again  he  says:  "God,  moreover,  infused 
into  all  beings  a  breath  of  life,  and  formed  from  them  a 
third  principle  which  is  both  spirit  and  matter;  and 
which  we  call  the  soul  of  the  world"  (2). 

Aristotle,  tracing  the  creation  to  its  origin,  ascends 
from  action  to  action  and  proves  that  there  must  exist 
somewhere  a  prime  mover,  or  God  (3). 

Chateaubriand,  writing  on  the  Holy  Trinity,  says: 
"The  Trinity  was  probably  known  to  the  Egyptians, 
the  Greek  inscription  on  the  great  obelisk  in  the  Circus 
Major,  at  Rome,  was  to  this  effect:  "The  Mighty  God; 
the  Begotten  of  God;  the  All  resplendent,  (Apollo  the 
Spirit.)"  Heraclides  of  Pontus  and  Porphyry  record  a 
celebrated  oracle  of  Seraphis:  "In  the  beginning  was 
God,  then  the  Word  and  Spirit;  all  three  produced 
together  and  uniting  in  one"  (4). 

Zeno,  the  father  of  Stoics,  says,  as  Aristotle  reports, 
that  there  is  either  one  God  or  no  God;  Plutarch  and 
Senaca  coincide  with  him,  as  can  be  seen  in  Plutarch's 
writings.  Before  them,  Epictatus,  a  man  celebrated  in 
their  school,  said:  "Dicendum  ante  omia,  unum  esse Deum 
omnia  regere  et  omnibus  providere."  Before  all  things 
we  must  affirm  that  there  is  one  God,  and  that  He  rules 
all  things  and  provides  for  them  (5) 

Lactantus  informs  us  that  when  the  gentiles  cursed, 
swore,  or  heartily  wished  anything,  especially  in  afflic 
tion,  it  was  their  custom  to  say  God  and  not  gods,  that 
the  educated,  though  they  dissembled  their  belief  in  the 
unity  of  God,  and  maintained  externally  the  error  of  the 
common  people,  yet  when  in  earnest  they  never  spoke 
of  more  than  one  God  (6).  Plato  himself  mentions 


(i)  Tim.  p  29.  (2)  Tim.  p  34.  (3)  Gen.  b.  n,  c.  3;  Met.  b.  xi, 
c.  5.  (4)  Genius  of  Christianity  p  54.  (5)  Epict.  opud  Arianum. 
(6)  L  2  Divin.  Insti.  Cap  2. 
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this  in  a  certain  letter  to  Dionysius  king  or  Sicily,  in 
which  he  declares  when  he  speaks  in  earnest  and  when 
in  jest;  he  says:  "By  this  you  shall  know  whether  I 
write  in  earnest  or  not;  for  when  I  write  in  earnest,  I 
begin  my  letter  with  one  God;  and  when  I  write  not  in 
earnest  I  begin  my  letter  in  the  name  of  many  gods." 
Tertullian,  a  convert  from  paganism,  also  testifies  in  his 
book,  DeAnima,  that,  though  the  pagans  professed  to 
believe  in  many  gods,  yet  in  reality  they  had  the  idea 
of  one  God,  whose  name  occasionally  escaped  their  lips. 
Cicero  says,  in  his  Treatise  on  Laws:  "Of  so  many 
kinds  of  animals  man  alone  has  the  knowledge  of  God; 
among  men  themselves  there  is  no  nation  so  barbarous, 
so  wild,  that  does  not  know  that  some  god  exists, 
although  it  does  not  know  what  god  it  behoves  it  to 
have." 

The  allegation  that  wild  and  barbarous  nations  have 
been  found  who  have  no  religious  form  of  worship,  and 
who  do  not  recognize  a  Supreme  Being,  is  not  founded 
on  fact.  Though  some  modern  travelers  have  or  may 
have  entertained  the  opposite  opinion.  They  made 
but  transcient  visits  to  those  people,  and  either  did  not 
care,  or  had  no  opportunity  to  ascertain  the  real  senti 
ments  with  regard  to  their  religious  belief.  Grave 
modern  writers  assure  us  on  the  testimony  of  mission 
aries  and  others,  who  spent  a  considerable  time  with 
these  poor  barbarians,  that  they  all  believe  in  a  God  of 
some  sort.  Thus  the  Indians,  of  whom  it  is  alleged 
that  some  of  them  have  or  had  no  idea  of  the  Deity, 
worship  the  Great  Spirit. 

The  idea  or  a  Supreme  Being  was  not  only  retained 
in  the  mind,  but  was  made  manifest  by  all  nations  in 
their  form  of  worship.  Hence,  we  find  that  man  in  the 
earliest  times  erected  altars  on  which  sacrifice  was 
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offered  in  acknowledgment  of  God's  supreme  dominion 
over  him  and  over  all  things.  Later  on,  we  find  that 
the  Jews  had  a  tabernacle  in  which  the  ark  containing 
the  law  was  placed  and  which  served  them  as  a  temple. 
They  entered  it  in  time  of  gladness  to  praise  and  adore 
the  God  of  their  fathers;  in  their  moments  of  affliction 
and  sorrow  they  entered  it  and  besought  the  God  of 
mercies  to  come  to  their  relief.  The  form  of  their 
religious  sentiments  was  more  fully  developed  in  their 
magnificent  temple  of  Jerusalem.  Their  priests  clad  in 
sacred  vestments  offered  their  daily  sacrifices;  and  their 
ceremonies  were  grand  and  imposing,  leaving  the  impres 
sion  of  the  immensity  of  God  Whom  they  worshiped. 
Their  worship  was  not  solely  confined  to  Jerusalem; 
but  their  country  was  studded  with  synagogues.  The 
expression  of  religious  sentiment  was  not  confined  to 
the  Jews  alone,  for  we  find  that  the  Babylonians,  the 
Persians,  the  Greeks  and  the  Romans  had  erected  mag 
nificent  temples,  on  which  art  had  exhausted  all  her 
skill  in  honor  of  their  false  gods.  They  too  had  their 
priests,  who  performed  their  religious  rites.  They  had 
a  gorgeous  display  of  ceremonies  and  religious  pomp. 
Even  the  most  uncultivated  and  barbarous  nations  had 
some  form  of  religious  worship  expressing  their  notion 
of  some  deity. 

It  is  probable  that  some  of  the  gentiles  retained 
some  fragments  of  primitive  revelation  mixed  up  with 
their  errors;  but  this  can  hardly  be  supposed  to  be  the 
case  with  regard  to  barbarous  and  savage  tribes,  who 
retained  the  belief  in  a  Supreme  Being.  They,  during 
the  course  of  ages,  in  all  probability  lost  sight  of  the 
tradition  of  primitive  revelation,  yet  the  idea  of  God 
remained  indelibly  impressed  on  their  minds. 
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CHAPTER    FOURTH. 

THE   EXISTENCE   OF    GOD. 

PERHAPS  it  may  appear  superfluous  to  prove  the 
existence  of  God  as  this  truth  was  always  admitted 
by  all  nations;  but  as  natural  and  supernatural  truths 
have  their  foundation  in  God,  it  is  necessary  to  prove 
His  existence.  If  the  idea  of  God  be  removed  from 
the  mind,  then,  there  can  be  no  religion,  for  religion  is 
founded  on  supernatural  truth;  there  can  be  no  science, 
for  science  is  deduction  from  principles  or  self-evident 
truths.  Self-evident  truths  are  eternal;  it  is  true  from 
eternity  that  the  whole  is  greater  than  any  of  its  parts; 
this  truth  is  in  the  Divine  Intellect  from  all  eternity; 
but,  if  there  is  no  God,  then,  truth  is  without  founda 
tion,  can  have  no  existence  and  consequently  there  can 
be  no  science.  Hence,  we  must  first  prove  the  exist 
ence  of  God  before  we  can  have  a  solid  basis  on  which 
other  truths  must  rest. 

I  wish  in  the  outset  to  make  a  few  preliminary 
remarks:  Existence  is  very  improperly  applied  to  God. 
God  is,  or  is  Being  in  His  plenitude.  The  word  exist 
ence  is  derived  from  ex  and  esse,  that  is  from  being;  it 
therefore  means  creature;  but  as  existence  is  generally 
applied  to  God  in  the  sense  of  being,  and  being  to  crea 
tures  in  the  sense  of  existence,  I  will  use  these  words  in 
their  ordinary  acceptation. 

By  priority  of  order,  the  idea  of  cause  is  in  the  mind 
before  the  idea  of  effect;  but  the  idea  of  cause  presup 
poses  the  idea  of  being.  Bouvier  defines  being  as 
follows:  "That  is  called  being  which  exists  or  can  exist. " 
I  agree  with  him  that  being,  according  to  the  common 
acceptation  of  the  word,  is  that  which  exists,  but  I  can 
not  agree  with  him  that  being  is  that  which  can  exist. 
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That  which  can  but  does  not  exist  is  possibility, 
which  in  itself  is  nothing,  and  consequently  can  have 
no  existence;  God  can,  by  his  creative  act  bring  nothing 
into  existence. 

Being  can  be  divided  into  two  classes,  namely,  abso 
lute,  which  is  God,  and  contingent,  which  is  created. 
The  difference,  according  to  Balmes,  of  the  idea  of 
being,  between  the  unlettered  and  the  philosopher,  is 
this:  The  former  does  not  reflect  upon  it,  while  the  lat 
ter  does.  But  the  direct  perception  is  equally  clear  in 
both;  hence,  such  a  thing  is  or  is  not;  it  was  or  was  not; 
there  is  something  or  nothing;  we  shall  have  or  shall 
not  have,  are  applications  of  the  idea  of  being;  hence, 
the  principle  of  contradiction,  which  is  that  it  is  impos 
sible  for  a  thing  to  be  and  not  to  be  at  the  same  time. 
Had  we  no  idea  of  being  the  principle  of  contradiction 
would  mean  nothing.  We  have  no  idea  of  contradic 
tion  without  contradicting  extremes;  the  contradicting 
extremes  are  being  and  not  being. 

We  have  seen  that  we  cannot  have  the  idea  of  cause 
without  the  idea  of  being  with  which  it  is  connected. 
The  primary  or  uncreated  cause  is  that,  which  by  a  free 
act  of  its  will,  made  and  can  make  non-entity  pop  into 
existence.  Bishop  Bouvier,  in  his  philosophy,  thus 
defines  cause.  "Cause  is  that  by  whose  efficacy  some 
thing  exists."  Though  there  is  a  variety  of  causes, 
nevertheless  it  will  be  sufficient  for  our  purpose  to 
divide  cause  into  two  classes,  namely,  primary  and 
secondary.  Secondary  causes  can  be  divided  into  phy 
sical  and  moral.  Fire  is  the  physical  cause  of  smoke. 
Moral  cause  supposes  an  intelligent  agent,  who,  in 
causing  or  acting,  if  he  acts  rationally,  must  act  for 
some  end;  but  he  must  have  the  knowledge,  power  and 
will  to  act  rationally.  All  created  causes  are  contin- 
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gent;  they  must  therefore  be  traced  back  to  the  primary 
cause,  or  to  God  Who  brought  them  into  existence  by 
his  creative  act.  God  is  Infinite  Reason;  in  acting,  He 
must  therefore  act  for  an  end;  but  to  act  for  an  end 
requires  knowledge,  power  and  will;  the  knowledge, 
power  and  will  of  God  are  therefore  the  principle  of 
causality. 

I  will  give  a  few  of  such  arguments  as  are  generally 
advanced  to  prove  the  existence  of  God: 

i.  Throughout  the  world  we  perceive  motion;  but 
motion  presupposes  a  mover,  whatever  is  moved  must 
be  moved  by  something  impelling  it  to  action,  for  noth 
ing  is  moved  unless  it  is  by  some  power  reduced  to  act. 
We  cannot  take  power  in  the  abstract,  it  must  be  taken 
in  the  concrete,  and  therefore  must  reside  in  some  being 
or  existence;  thus  heat  or  fire  in  acting,  operates  on 
iron  which  becomes  impregnated  with  it.  But  it  is 
impossible  for  the  same  being  or  existence  to  be,  at  the 
same  time  and  under  the  same  circumstances,  in  act 
and  in  power;  it  can  only  be  so  under  different  circum 
stances,  for  what  is  warm  in  act  cannot  at  the  same 
time  be  warm  and  cold  in  power;  it  is  therefore  impos 
sible  that  a  being,  or  existence,  moves  and  is  moved, 
or,  in  other  words,  that  it  moves  itself;  therefore,  what 
ever  is  moved  must  be  moved  by  something  else  or  by 
another. 

There  are  secondary  and  subordinate  movers  or 
agents.  Subordinate  movers  either  move  by  accident 
or  by  necessity:  thus  the  acorn  is  naturally  moved  by 
the  agency  or  movement  of  the  oak;  after  its  production 
and  separation,  the  parent  oak  no  longer  exercises  any 
power  o/er  it,  or  in  other  words,  the  oak  no  longer 
moves  it;  but  it  has  received  the  intrinsic  power  of 
motion,  for  if  it  be  planted  or  thrown  into  the  ground, 
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it  springs  up  and  becomes  another  oak.  Its  being 
planted  or  thrown  into  the  ground  is  an  accident;  hence 
its  motion  is  subordinate  or  accidental.  Other  movers 
or  agents  must  constantly  exercise  their  motive  power 
in  order  that  the  motion  may  continue;  whenever  the 
influence  ceases  the  action  also  ceases;  thus  when  fire 
ceases  to  act  on  wood  its  consumption  also  discontinues. 
This  may  be  called  necessary  in  contradistinction  to 
accidental  motion.  All  the  motion  we  perceive  in 
the  universe,  whether  accidental,  necessary,  secondary 
and  subordinate,  are  successive;  but  a  series  must  be 
finite,  for  an  infinite  series  is  a  contradiction,  an  absurd 
ity,  as  will  be  seen  further  on.  But  as  there  is  second 
ary  and  subordinate  motion,  there  must  be  a  prime  or 
first  mover  who  is  immovable,  a  most  pure  act,  free 
from  all  potentialty,  that  is,  not  in  the  power  of  any 
thing  that  can  move  him;  but  a  most  pure  act  is  God. 

2.  No  one  can  deny  that  things  exist,  man  for 
instance;  he,  who  denies  his  own  existence  has  lost  his 
reason.  Man  is  a  being  who  depends  on  other  beings 
for  existence.  His  parents  were  the  instrument  of 
bringing  him  into  existence;  their  existence  depended 
on  those  who  brought  them  forth;  thus  we  have  a  series 
of  beings,  the  one  depending  on  the  other  for  its  exist 
ence.  Of  this  series  one  must  have  been  first.  What 
ever  exists  must  have  a  cause  why  it  exists;  existence 
then  is  the  effect  of  a  cause;  but  it  is  self-evident  that 
there  can  be  no  effect  without  a  cause;  the  cause,  then, 
of  contingent  beings  must  be  a  necessary  cause,  that  is 
a  cause  which  exists  by  its  own  essence,  or  by  the 
necessity  of  its  nature,  which  cause  we  call  God.  If  a 
necessary  being,  a  being  existing  by  the  necessity  of  its 
nature,  did  not  exist,  then  all  beings  would  be  contin 
gent;  but  in  that  hypothesis  the  supposition  of  their 
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existence  is  absurd,  because  nothing  can  exist  without  a 
cause.  Again,  contingent  beings  either  exist  of  them 
selves  or  they  have  their  existence  from  nothing  or 
from  mere  chance.  They  cannot  exist  of  themselves 
because  they  would,  then,  be  prior  to  their  existence, 
and  in  their  priority  would  bring  themselves  into  exist 
ence,  or,  in  other  words,  they  would  be  before  they 
would  be,  and  in  their  non-being  would  bring  them 
selves  into  being,  which  is  most  absurd.  They  cannot 
be  produced  by  nothing,  for  nothing  has  no  power,  no 
properties,  no  existence;  and  hence  it  cannot  produce 
anything.  If  chance  be  the  cause  of  contingent  beings, 
it  must  be  nothing  or  something;  if  nothing,  it  cannot 
be  the  cause  of  beings  as  we  have  seen;  if  it  is  some 
thing,  it  must  be  either  contingent  or  necessary;  if  con 
tingent,  then,  the  question  recurs  again.  What  is  the 
cause  of  that  contingent  being,  chance?  There  can  be 
no  effect  without  cause.  It  follows,  then,  that  the 
cause  of  all  contingent  beings  must  be  a  being  existing 
by  the  necessity  of  its  nature,  a  most  pure  act;  but  a 
being  existing  by  the  necessity  of  its  nature,  a  most 
pure  act  is  God;  God,  then,  the  cause  of  all  causes, 
created  man  and  all  things. 

But  it  is  asserted  that  there  is  an  infinite  series  of 
beings;  one  is  produced  by  the  other  in  an  infinite  suc 
cession,  and  that  as  man  is  a  contingent  being,  he  is 
therefore  from  all  eternity,  and  not  produced. 

The  objection  scarcely  deserves  more  than  a  passing 
notice.  The  Infinite  is  a  being  without  beginning  or 
end,  as  the  name  imports,  no  limit  can  be  assigned  to  it, 
nor  can  we  form  any  adequate  idea  of  it,  because  our 
understanding  is  finite.  We  can  form  an  idea  or  have  a 
perception  of  a  series;  we  can  divide  it  by  the  imagina 
tion  into  parts;  each  part  is  finite;  all  the  finite  parts 
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cannot  make  the  infinite,  for  from  finites  we  can  only 
have  finites.  A  series,  then,  evidently  admits  of  in 
crease  or  decrease;  but  the  series  of  the  human  race, 
and  of  all  contingent  beings  are  still  increasing,  that  is, 
new  beings  are  produced  and  added  to  the  series,  which 
therefore  must  have  an  end  to  which  the  production  is 
added,  and  must  therefore  be  finite. 

Again,  if  the  human  race  be  an  infinite  series,  there 
is  an  infinite  number  of  effects  without  a  cause;  human 
beings,  as  well  as  other  contingents,  are  a  production; 
if  everyone  is  produced,  the  whole  collection  must  be 
produced;  then,  you  have  the  whole  production  without 
a  producer,  or  a  series  of  effects  without  a  cause,  which 
is  absurd. 

We  have  seen  that  the  infinite  is  without  beginning 
or  end;  the  finite  is  circumscribed  by  limits;  between 
the  infinite  and  the  finite  there  can  be  no  medium.  The 
difference  between  the  infinite  and  the  finite  is  found  in 
the  principle  of  contradiction;  the  finite  affirms  limits, 
the  infinite  denies  them;  there  is  no  medium  between 
yes  and  no.  Limit  is  the  negation  of  a  being,  or  of 
something  real  opposed  to  a  being;  the  limit  of  a  line  is 
the  point  which  terminates  it;  the  limit  of  force  is  the 
point  beyond  which  it  does  not  extend.  The  idea  of 
the  infinite  denying  limit,  denies  a  negation,  and  is 
therefore  an  affirmitive  idea;  the  idea  of  the  finite  is 
negative,  because  it  affirms  a  negation.  The  series  of 
the  human  race  is  therefore  finite;  and  the  cause  of  its 
existence  must,  then,  be  the  infinite,  or  God,  Who  in 
time,  by  His  creative  act,  brought  man  and  all  things 
into  existence. 

3.  From  a  survey  of  the  universe  we  can  easily  per 
ceive  that  God  is.  We  behold  many  beings  governed 
with  admirable  order  and  harmony.  On  the  ocean, 
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waves,  like  huge  mountains,  are  agitated  by  the  temp 
est;  yet  they  have  limits  beyond  which  they  cannot  go. 
Many  living  creatures  inhabit  the  vast  deep,  they  have 
all  the  necessary  means  of  subsistence.  If  we  cast  our 
eyes  on  the  earth  we  behold  vast  forests,  rivers  steering 
their  course  towards  the  ocean.  Numberless  animals 
inhabit  the  earth's  surface,  each  producing  its  own  kind. 
Seasons  come  and  go  at  fixed  periods  of  time,  the  win 
ter  divests  the  forest  of  its  verdant  attire;  vegetation 
dies;  nature  puts  on,  as  it  were,  a  garment  of  mourning, 
and  the  aspect  around  us  inspires  us  with  gloom.  In 
springtime  vegetation  revives;  the  trees  again  bring 
forth  their  foliage;  we  behold  beautiful  meadows  robed 
in  green,  interspersed  with  a  variety  of  flowers  of  differ 
ent  hues;  in  fine,  all  nature  revives  again.  But  what 
wonder  do  we  behold  in  the  heavens!  The  firmament 
is  studded  with  almost  numberless  stars,  whose  distance 
and  magnitude  are  immense,  and  whose  brilliancy 
strikes  us  with  admiration.  The  stars  are  suspended  in 
the  heavens  without  any  visible  means  of  support. 
The  sun  rules  the  day  and  the  moon  the  night,  and  the 
planets  make  their  revolutions  at  fixed  periods.  The 
contemplation  of  the  universe,  in  which  there  is  such  a 
variety  of  objects,  so  wonderful,  so  admirably  governed, 
convinces  us  of  the  immensity,  the  infinite  intelligence 
and  omnipotence  of  God,  Who  brought  all  things  out 
of  nothing  into  existence. 

Chance  cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  wonderful  order 
we  observe  in  nature,  for  it  is  a  non-entity  and  hence 
can  cause  nothing.  If  the  order  in  the  universe  were 
the  effect  of  chance,  then,  it  would  be  without  intelli 
gent  cause,  without  any  cause  whatever,  which  is 
absurd.  Where  there  is  an  end  intended,  and  proper 
means  to  gain  it,  there  must  be  an  intelligent  and  wise 
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cause,  but  the  end  of  all  things  in  the  world  can  be  seen 
and  the  means  to  obtain  it.  Chance  has  not  placed  the 
eyes  in  the  most  suitable  part  of  the  body;  it  has  not 
furnished  fishes  with  scales  and  birds  with  feathers.  It 
is  not  by  chance  that  animals  seek  their  food,  multiply 
and  preserve  their  species.  Even  the  adversary,  when 
he  sees  a  palace,  a  statue,  a  book  or  a  clock,  imme 
diately  judges  that  some  one  must  have  made  it.  But 
such  things  are  inferior  to  the  works  of  nature;  for  a 
house  does  not  beget  a  house,  nor  a  statue  a  statue, 
therefore  it  is  the  highest  folly  to  attribute  the  order  in 
the  universe  to  any  other  than  to  an  all-wise,  supremely 
intelligent  and  all  powerful  cause,  namely  God.  The 
atheist  cannot  prove  that  matter  is  uncreated,  and 
therefore  eternal,  for  if  it  were  eternal  it  would  exist  by 
the  necessity  of  its  nature,  it  would  be  independent 
and  supremely  perfect.  The  supremely  perfect,  exist 
ing  by  the  necessity  of  its  nature,  cannot  be  supposed 
not  to  exist,  nor  to  exist  in  a  different  way  from  which 
it  exists;  but  matter  can  be  supposed  not  to  exist,  or  to 
exist  in  a  different  manner.  It  daily  receives  new  modes 
or  accidents  from  external  causes;  it  can  be  supposed  to 
be  more  perfect;  thus  a  palace  is  more  perfect  than  the 
crude  materials  from  which  it  is  constructed,  a  statue  is 
more  perfect  than  the  rough  marble  of  which  it  is  formed; 
matter  is  therefore  finite  and  subject  to  change,  and 
consequently  not  eternal;  it  is  an  effect,  and  must  there 
fore  have  a  cause  why  it  exists. 

Again  the  adversary  says  that  the  creation  is  impos 
sible,  and  therefore  the  Creator  of  material  and  imma 
terial  substances  cannot  be  admitted.  He  must  admit 
that  not  only  matter,  but  also  that  his  soul  exists;  mat 
ter  and  his  soul  are  therefore  real,  but  every  reality 
must  have  that  which  makes  it  what  it  is,  or  it  must 
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have  essence;  essence  must  have  attributes  which  must 
harmonize,  otherwise  there  would  be  a  contradiction; 
where  there  is  a  contradiction  there  is  annihilation;  but 
in  creation  there  is  no  contradiction;  creation  is  there 
fore  possible  and  real  from  the  fact  that  it  exists. 

God,  Who  is  infinite  in  all  His  perfections,  can 
bring  the  possible  into  the  real,  and  has  done  so  in  cre 
ating;  creation  is  therefore  the  effect  of  the  omnipotent 
power  of  God.  The  adversary  may  again  object  on 
the  ground  that  he  cannot  understand  how  God  could 
bring  the  universe  out  of  nothing  into  existence.  The 
question  is  not  whether  he  can  understand  how  God 
created,  but  whether  he  did  create;  the  universe  proves 
that  he  did  so.  Does  the  adversary  understand  the 
relation  between  his  will  and  his  body?  He  moves  his 
arm  by  an  act  of  his  will;  he  knows  that  the  arm  obeys 
the  will,  yet  he  cannot  explain  why  it  does  so. 

The  "Atomical  Philosophy"  is  produced  to  prove 
the  eternity  of  matter.  It  professes  to  explain  the  ori 
gin  of  all  things  by  a  combination  of  atoms.  The 
atomic  theory  is  traced  from  Epicurus,  a  Grecian  philos 
opher,  who  lived  about  342  years  before  the  Christian 
era,  to  Leusippes  and  Democritus.  Epicurus  did  not 
precisely  deny  the  existence  of  gods  but  he  maintained 
that  they  were  indifferent  to  human  affairs.  He  put  the 
doctrine  of  atoms,  invented  by  Leusippes  and  Demo- 
crites  into  form  and  propagated  it.  He  reduced  all 
things  to  two  principles;  the  first  is  that  there  is  a  vacuity 
from  eternity  or  pure  space  on  every  side  that  is 
immense  and  infinite.  The  second  is  that  in  this 
immense  emptiness  eternal  matter  existed,  not  indeed 
collected  into  one  body,  but  in  separate  and  minute 
particles,  which  he  called  atoms,  and  which  cannot  be 
divided.  They  had  different  forms;  some  were  oblong, 
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some  spherical,  some  triangular,  while  others  were 
bent  like  hooks;  they  existed  by  the  necessity  of  their 
nature,  and  were  eternal.  Though  they  had  extension 
they  were  nevertheless  indivisible  on  account  of  their 
hardness.  By  necessity  they  moved  downwards  in 
straight  and  perpendicular  lines;  their  downward  motion 
was  from  eternity,  but  by  some  chance  it  happened  that 
they  were  turned  from  straight  lines,  met  each  other, 
united  and  arranged  themselves  into  various  bodies 
from  which  the  world  was  formed. 

1.  The  Epicurian  school  says   that  the  atoms  were 
from  eternity,  therefore   uncreated  and  existing  by  the 
necessity    of    their  nature;    but    this    is  an   assumption 
which  it  fails  to  prove,  also   a   contradiction,  otherwise 
they  would  be  God,  Who  alone  exists  by  the  necessity 
of  His  nature. 

2.  It  holds  that   they  moved   downward  in  straight 
lines;  then  by  some   chance   they  moved   towards  each 
other.      We  have  already   seen  that   chance  is  nothing, 
and  therefore  cannot  move.      They  were  moving,  but  as 
they    were   not    created,  they    must  have   had   intrinsic 
power  of  motion;  but  matter   is  inert,  incapable  of  put 
ting  itself  into  motion  when  at  rest.      A  rock  will  lie  on 
the  surface  of  the  earth  forever   unless  moved   by   some 
external  power;  it  is  incapable  of   putting   itself  into  a 
state  of  rest    when  put  in  motion,  unless  it   meets   with 
some   external    resistence.      If   a  cannon-ball  be   rolled 
on  the  ground  it   will  soon   cease  to   move,  because  the 
rough  earth  resists  its  motion;  but  if  it  be  rolled  on  the 
ice  its  motion  will  continue  much  longer  on  account  of 
fewer    impediments.      The   impediments  are   terrestrial 
gravity,   friction,  and   the  resistence  of   the  air;  remove 
these    impediments,    then    it    will  move    forever.      The 
earth,    the  other   planets,  and    all  moving    matter  were 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  37 

put  in  motion  by  their  Creator  and  by  His  creative  act, 
sustains  the  law  of  inertia;  and  by  that  law  they  will 
continue  to  move,  their  being  no  impediments  to  pre 
vent  their  motion. 

3.  The    atoms    were  minute   particles,    and    hence 
their  number  must   have   been   almost  infinite  to   form 
this  globe  which  we  inhabit,  to  say  nothing  of  the  num 
berless  stars  and   planets  we  behold  in  the  firmament, 
the  vacuum  must  therefore  have  been  filled  with  atoms; 
but  a  vacuum   filled  with  atoms   is  a  contradiction;  and 
it  is  still  more  absurd  that  they  could  produce  man,  an 
intelligent  being. 

4.  The    doctrine    of    the    Epecurian    school    with 
regard  to   an  infinits   vacuum   or  pure   space,    naturally 
leads  us  to  inquire  what  space  is.      We  musf  have  an 
idea  of   the  extension   of  bodies   before  we  can   form  a 
conception  of  space.      Everybody  must  have  extension, 
that  is  length,    breadth,    and  thickness.      The   size  and 
shape  of  a  block  of  wood  a  foot  square,  is  quite  different 
from  a  walking-stick,  but  they  both  possess  dimensions. 
The  stick  can  be  cut  out  into  little  blocks  exactly  resem 
bling  in  shape  the  larger   one;  as  long   as   these   blocks 
are    divided  so    long  must    they  have   dimensions,  and 
consequently    the  quality   of   extensions  as    really    they 
had  before  division,  the  only  difference  being  in  respect 
to  dimension.      As  there  can  be  no  matter,   no   bodies 
without  dimension,  they  must  necessarily  exist   in  some 
space    or    they  must  occupy   some   place.      If   we  look 
upon  two   trees   five  hundred  yards   distant  from  each 
other  we  find  that,  besides  the  room  they  occupy,  there 
is  a  relative    space    between    them.      We    gaze    on    the 
stars  millions  of  miles  distant   from  the  earth,   and  from 
each  other,  yet  they  are  related  to  each  other  by  space. 

But    creation    has    limits    and   is    therefore    finite, 
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although  the  human  mind  can  fix  no  boundaries;  hence 
the  word  indefinite,  as  applied  to  space,  is  only  in  rela 
tion  to  the  human  intellect.  The  indefinite  is  not  the 
infinite;  God  alone  is  the  infinite,  Who  is  distinct  from 
creation  which  is  the  work  of  His  hands.  Even  though 
the  imagination  soars  beyond  the  limits  of  creation  and 
still  appears  to  find  space;  is  that  something?  We  have 
already  considered  relative  space,  which  is  that  in  which 
bodies  exist  and  move;  but  where  there  are  no  bodies 
there  can  be  no  motion  and  consequently  no  relative 
space.  We  may  have  a  general  and  abstract  idea  of 
extension  distinct  from  relative  space  of  bodies;  but  it 
has  no  real  existence;  it  is  only  an  indefinite  possiblity 
of  particular  space;  and  therefore  nothing.  In  relation 
to  this  Leibnitz  says:  ^Spatium  in  genere  vel  in  abstracto 
consideratum,  nitril  est  reale,  extra  mentem,  sed  verum  pos- 
sibilitas  cum  relationibus  extensionem  constituentibus;  in 
particulare  vero,  vel  concrete  spectatum  est  ipsamet  cor- 
porum  extensio."  Space  considered  in  the  abstract,  is 
nothing  real  outside  of  the  mind,  but  a  mere  possibility 
of  things  with  relations  constituting  extension;  but 
viewed  in  particular  or  in  the  concrete,  it  is  itself  the 
extension  of  bodies. 

I  will  conclude  in  the  words  of  Balmes:  "Whatever 
tends  to  confound  God  with  nature,  or  to  place  Him  in 
constant  communication  with  it,  otherwise  than  by  pure 
acts  of  intellect  and  will,  places  us  on  a  very  slippery 
declevity,  where  we  can  hardly  help  being  precipitated 
to  the  bottom,  and  at  the  bottom  is  pantheism  which  is 
but  a  phase  of  atheism." 
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CHAPTER    FIFTH. 

THE  ATTRIBUTES  OF  GOD. 

GOD  is  a  simple   and   infinite   Being;  whatever  is  in 
Him   is  real,  and   identical  with  his  nature  and  is 
the  plenitude  of  His  being.      But  as  He  is   infinite   and 
our  understanding  finite,  we  can  but  have  an  inadequate 
and  finite  knowledge  of  Him.      In  order  that  we  may  be 
able  to  obtain  even   very  inadequate   and  limited   know 
ledge  of  the  nature  and  attributes  or  perfections  of  God, 
we   must   consider   Him    under   different  aspects.      The 
metaphysical  essence  of  God,  as  is  generally  understood 
by  philosophers  and  theologians,  is  his  absolute  neces 
sity  of  being  or  existing,  or  it  is   the  essence  of  a  being 
existing  by  the  necessity  of  its  own  nature,  and  is  com 
monly  called  aseity  (asettas).      All    God's    attributes    or 
perfections    naturally    and    necessarily    flow    from    His 
metaphysical  essence  and  constitute   His  Divine   nature 
and  physical  essence.      The  existence  of    God  has  been 
proved  from  mover  and  motion,  from  cause  and   effect, 
and  from  the  order  in  the  universe  as  can  be  seen  in  the 
preceding  pages.      Though  in  God  there  is  nothing  in 
reality  prior  or  posterior,  for  He   is   a  most   pure   act; 
but  according   to    our   mode   of  thinking,   we   must,  by 
priority  of   order,  have  the  notion  of  being  or  existence 
before  we  can  have  an  idea  of  attributes;  hence  we  must 
have  the  notion  of  the  existence  of   God   before  we  can 
have  the  notion  of  His  attributes  naturally  flowing  from 
His  metaphysical  essence  or  being,  and  constituting  the 
Divine  nature  or  physical   essence  of   God.      The    same 
doctrine  is  expressed  by  revelation.      God  said  to  Moses: 
"I  am  Who  am.      Thus   thou  shalt  say   to  the    children 
of  Israel:   He  who  has  sent  me  to  you." 

As   God  exists   by  the    necessity    of    His   nature   or 
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essence,  He  must  necessarily  be  an  infinite  being.  The 
infinite  is  that  to  which  no  limit  can  be  assigned,  it  is 
without  beginning  or  end,  and  must  necessarily  contain 
every  reality  without  any  defect;  whereas  the  finite  is 
circumscribed  by  limits;  thus  the  limits  of  a  horse  are 
confined  to  animality,  the  limits  of  a  man  to  animality 
and  rationality;  hence  the  finite  cannot  have  every  real 
ity,  for  a  horse  cannot  have  the  reality  of  rationality. 
No  man  and  no  other  creature  can  have  infinite  power 
or  infinite  knowledge,  because  the  creature  is  finite;  the 
finite  cannot  contain  the  infinite,  otherwise  it  would 
have  an  infinite  capacity,  and  would,  then,  be  finite  and 
infinite  at  the  same  time,  which  is  a  contradiction. 

The  infinite  must  not  be  confounded  with  the  indefi 
nite,  for  the  indefinite  must  always  have  limits;  though 
we  can  asssign  no  limits  to  it  yet  we  can  perceive  that 
it  is  capable  of  increase  or  decrease,  as,  for  instance, 
the  indefinite  of  space  and  time.  Relative  space,  as  we 
have  seen,  is  the  distance  between  bodies.  There  may 
be  an  indefinite  number  of  bodies  in  the  universe  as 
an  indefinite  number  of  distances  between  them,  yet 
each  body  and  each  distance  between  bodies  are  finite; 
but  all  the  finites  cannot  make  the  infinite.  Infinite 
space,  as  has  been  shown,  is  nothing.  Time  is  the  suc 
cession  of  events;  thus  the  annual  revolution  of  the 
earth  around  the  sun  is  an  event,  as  are  also  the  lunar 
revolution  and  that  of  the  earth  around  its  axis.  Years 
are  of  longer  duration  than  months,  moriths  of  longer 
duration  than  days;  but  if  time  were  infinite,  then  the 
infinite  could  be  divided  into  longer  and  shorter  periods, 
according  to  the  time  occupied  by  an  event,  or  by  a 
series  of  events;  but  a  series  of  events  must  be  finite, 
for  an  infinite  series  is.  a- -contradiction  as  we  have 
already  seen. 
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There  are  two  kinds  of  realities,  created  or  creature 
and  uncreated.  Created  reality  is  not  in  God,  for  He 
is  uncreated,  existing  by  the  necessity  of  his  nature; 
the  reality  in  God  is  therefore  uncreated,  is  or  consti 
tutes  His  infinite  perfections.  All  the  perfections  of 
creatures  are  eminenter  in  God,  that  is,  He  has  in  His 
mind  the  exemplary  ideas,  the  prototypes,  or  uncreated 
form  of  all  things  He  created,  and  of  all  possibilities,  or 
of  all  which  can  be  created  or  brought  out  of  nothing 
into  existence,  and  also  the  power  of  actualizing  all 
possibilities.  This  naturally  leads  us  to  consider 
whether  all  the  Divine  attributes  are  infinite.  Attributes 
are  the  properties  of  a  being  and  must  necessarily  flow 
from  and  constitute  its  essence;  thus  the  properties  of  a 
triangle  are  its  three  sides  and  three  angles;  without 
which  a  triangle  would  be  inconceivable;  it  would  be  a 
metaphysical  impossibility.  The  Divine  attributes 
necessarily  flow  from  the  metaphysical  essence  or  from 
the  Divine  Being;  there  must,  then,  be  sufficient  reason 
for  them  in  principle,  to  emanate;  but  the  metaphysical 
essence  of  God  is  eternal  and  infinitely  perfect;  there 
fore  the  attributes  constituting  the  Divine  nature,  or 
physical  essence  of  God,  must  likewise  be  eternal  and 
infinite,  for  if  any  one  or  all  were  finite,  they  would  be 
circumscribed  by  limits,  but  finite  attributes  cannot 
constitute  infinite  essence,  otherwise  God  would  be 
finite  and  infinite  which  is  a  contradiction,  an  absurdity. 

I  do  not  wish  to  speak  here  of  the  Holy  Trinity  in 
which  there  is  real  distinction  of  persons  in  one  nature 
or  essence,  for  that  is  a  truth  in  the  supernatural  order 
and  belongs  to  revelation.  But  outside  of  the  Holy 
Trinity,  there  is  no  formal  nor  real  distinction  between 
either  the  absolute  or  relative  attributes  of  God,  nor 
between  them  and  the  Divine  Essence,  but  there  is  a 
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virtual  distinction,  for  we  perceive  God's  justice  acting 
in  one  way,  His  mercy  in  another,  and  so  in  relation  to 
His  other  attributes. 

We  will  now  briefly  examine  some  of  the  attributes 
separately.  Let  us  commence  with  unity. 

Among  the  ancients,  the  gentiles  or  polytheists  gave 
supreme  religious  worship  to  a  plurality  of  gods,  and 
hence  denied,  practically,  at  least,  the  unity  of  a 
Supreme  Being  as  well  as  the  dualists  in  India,  Persia, 
and  in  some  other  countries  of  antiquity,  .  To  these  may 
be  also  added  some  of  the  ancient  heretics  in  the  earlier 
ages  of  Christianity,  who  professed  and  defended  the 
same  doctrine;  among  these,  Marcian,  Apeles  and 
Manes  held  the  most  prominent  place.  In  later  times 
the  dualist  doctrine  was  reproduced  or  rehashed  by 
Bayle  in  his  dictionary  of  philosophy.  Dualism  main 
tains  that  there  are  two  gods,  the  one  good  and  the 
other  evil.  Manichean-dualism  teaches  that  there  are 
two  principles  of  things,  both  self-existing  and  eternal; 
the  one  is  the  Supreme  Good,  and  is  the  author  of 
every  good;  the  other  is  the  supreme  evil  and  is  the 
cause  of  every  evil.  In  order  to  meet  and  refute  the 
dualistic  error,  we  must  establish  the  unity  of  a  Supreme 
Being;  but  as  the  dualists  do  not  admit  revelation,  or  if 
some  do  admit  portions  of  it,  they  pervert  the  genuine 
sense  by  their  fallacious  interpretation;  they  must,, 
therefore,  be  met  on  the  field  of  reason  or  philosophy. 
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CHAPTER  SIXTH. 

THE  UNITY  OF  GOD. 

FROM  mover  and  motion  we  have  seen  that  there 
must  be  a  first  mover,  free  from  all  potentiality, 
that  is,  not  in  the  power  of  anything  that  can  move  him; 
but  a  mover  or  being  that  is  not  in  potentiality  must 
necessarily  have  every  reality,  and  must  be  infinitely 
perfect  in  every  perfection,  then  we  could  suppose 
some  perfection,  such  as  infinite  power,  infinite  intelli 
gence,  etc.,  of  which  He  would  not  be  possessed;  He 
would,  then,  be  in  the  power  of  such  a  perfection,  and 
not  the  first  immovable  mover,  contrary  to  what  has 
been  proved.  But  as  God  is  is  first  mover,  and  there 
fore  a  most  pure  act,  and  also  the  efficient  cause  or  free 
Creator  of  all  things — for  creation  is  a  free  act  on  the 
part  of  God — it  follows  that  all  created  things  are  con 
tingent  and  subject  to  the  power  of  God,  Who  upholds 
and  sustains  them  by  His  creative  act.  Now,  it  is  evi 
dent  that  a  most  pure  act,  a  being  infinite  in  every  per 
fection,  existing  by  the  necessity  of  its  nature,  must 
necessarily  be  one,  for  it  cannot  be  in  the  power  of  any 
being  or  creature.  Moreover,  a  most  pure  act  must  also 
be  a  most  simple  substance,  free  from  every  imperfec 
tion;  otherwise  it  could  not  have  every  reality. 

All  substances  except  the  Divine,  are  contingent 
and  therefore  created.  Created  substances  consist  of 
two  classes,  material  and  simple  substances.  A  material 
substance  is  composed  of  parts,  and  is  therefore  divisi 
ble:  thus  a  rock  or  any  other  material  substance  can  be 
decomposed;  but  as  all  material  substances  are  finite, 
circumscribed  by  limits,  the  parts  which  compose  them 
must  likewise  be  finite.  Simple  or  immaterial  sub- 
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stances  are  not  composed  of  parts,  and  cannot,  there 
fore  undergo  decomposition,  such  as  the  human  soul; 
but  they  are  finite,  circumscribed  by  limits,  and  there 
fore  contingent  and  created.  God  alone  is  the  uncre 
ated  substance,  existing  by  the  necessity  of  His  nature, 
and  therefore  an  infinite  Being,  a  most  pure  act;  of 
Him  no  imperfection  is  predicable;  but  an  infinite  Being, 
a  most  pure  act  must  necessarily  be  one. 

Again,  essence  must  necessarily  have  unity;  for 
instance,  rationality  and  animality,  or,  in  other  words, 
the  soul  and  body  constitute  the  essence  of  man,  and 
make  him  an  individual;  but  as  a  man  is  one  individual 
he  cannot  be  deprived,  either  of  his  essence  or  his  indi 
viduality  without  ceasing  to  exist;  hence  a  man,  as  well 
as  all  other  individual  essences  must  necessarily  be  one. 

Where  there  is  no  essence  there  can  be  no  reality, 
and  consequently  no  existence;  but  in  God  there  is 
every  reality,  as  we  have  seen;  every  reality,  every  per 
fection,  in  a  being,  requires  an  infinite  essence;  but  as 
unity  is  an  essential  property  of  essence,  and  as  without 
it  there  can  be  no  essence;  it  necessarily  follows  that 
God  must  be  essentially  one  otherwise  He  could  not 
exist. 

The  two  principles,  according  to  Manicheanism,  are 
necessarily  eternal,  supremely  perfect,  supremely  happy 
and  omnipotent.  The  absurdity  of  such  a  doctrine  has, 
I  think,  been  sufficiently  shown  in  the  preceding  argu 
ments  on  the  unity  of  God,  and  a  further  refutation  is 
therefore  scarcely  necessary.  I  will  nevertheless 
endeavor  to  show  further  the  folly  of  such  a  doctrine. 
In  order  to  see  clearly  the  contradiction  of  two  eternal 
principles,  the  one  infinitely  good,  the  other  infinitely 
evil,  we  must  consider  in  what  good  and  evil  consist. 

A  thing  is  good  when  it  is  essentially   completed  or 
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finished;  thus  a  house  is  essentially  good  when  that  is 
perfected  which  constitutes  its  essence;  and  this  can  be 
said  of  all  created  essences;  but  we  cannot  infer  from 
this  that  all  created  essences  belong  to  the  same  grade 
of  goodness  or  perfection,  for  a  palace  is  certainly  of  a 
higher  grade  of  perfection  than  the  materials  of  which 
it  is  constructed.  Now,  it  is  evident  that  every  kind  of 
created  goodness  is  a  reality;  but  creation  is  an  effect; 
its  cause  must  be  omnipotent,  and  must  essentially  have 
every  uncreated  reality;  hence  the  perfections  of  crea 
tures  must  be  eminenter  in  it,  that  is  their  uncreated 
forms  or  metaphysical  essence,  also  the  power  that 
actualized  them,  and  that  can  actualize  every  possibility; 
such  a  cause  is  God,  who  must  be  essentially  one. 

Evil  may  be  considered  under  two  aspects,  physi 
cal  and  moral.  Physical  evil  is  a  privation  of  some 
physical  or  natural  good;  thus  blindness  or  privation  of 
sight  is  a  physical  evil.  Moral  evil  is  a  privation  of  the 
moral  order  or  law  of  God;  it  is  the  opposite  of  moral 
goo  .  Moral  good  is  a  reality;  but  as  moral  as  well  as 
physical  evil  is  the  opposite  of  reality,  a  privation  of  it; 
it  must  consequently  be  nothing  in  itself.  Although 
evil'is  a  privation  of  reality  and  therefore  nothing,  yet 
the  will  turned  from  the  moral  good  to  the  moral  evil  is 
something;  hence  the  perversion  of  the  will  constitutes 
crime  and  consequently  rebellion  against  God.  Now, 
principles  must  be  real,  otherwise  they  cannot  be  prin 
ciples;  but,  according  to  Manichean-dualism,  there  is 
an  eternal  and  infinitely  perfect  principle  of  evil;  but  as 
the  infinitely  perfect  must  have  every  reality,  and 
whereas  the  Manichean  principle  of  infinite  evil  is  a 
negation  of  every  reality,  it  follows  that  it  is  nothing; 
therefore  only  one  eternal  principle  exists,  a  principle 
of  every  reality,  and  that  principle  is  one  eternal  and 


46  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

infinitely  perfect  God.  Again,  dualism  asserts  that 
there  must  be  two  eternal  principles  on  the  ground  that 
there  are  three  sorts  of  evil,  namely  metaphysical,  phy 
sical  and  moral,  and  that  it  is  impossible  for  evil  to 
exist  under  a  supremely  good  Being. 

Metaphysical  evil  prescribes  limits  to  existences  or 
creatures;  creatures  or  creation  has  therefore  not  every 
reality,  and  must  consequently  be  finite.  The  word 
metaphysical  is  derived  from  two  Greek  words,  meta  and 
physis,  which  mean  beyond  nature.  Man,  for  instance, 
is  confined  within  the  limits  of  his  nature;  his  faculties 
cannot  extend  beyond  it;  thus  he  has  not  the  power  to 
move  through  the  air  on  wings.  All  created  objects, 
taken  singly  as  well  as  collectively,  must  necessarily  be 
finite,  otherwise  creation  would  be  infinite,  would  have 
every  reality,  every  perfection;  but  the  all-perfect  reality 
is  infinite;  then,  there  would  be  two  infinites,  God  and 
the  universe:  then  the  two  infinites  would  necessarily 
assign  limits  to  each  other;  but  two  infinites  limiting 
each  other  is  a  contradiction;  hence,  metaphysical  evil 
is  absolutely  necessary,  otherwise  God  could  not  be  the 
Creator,  for  to  create  another  infinite,  or  another  God 
is  a  contradiction.  It  is  further  evident  that  metaphysi 
cal  evil  can  exist,  or,  in  other  words,  the  universe  must 
be  circumscribed  by  limits  from  the  fact  that  God  cre 
ated  it. 

Physical  evil  is  a  privation  of  anything  that  belongs 
to  the  nature  of  a  creature.  Nature  and  essence  are 
not  precisely  the  same,  for  essence  makes  a  thing  what 
it  is,  and  does  not  suffer  to  be  otherwise;  whereas 
nature  flows  from  essence;  thus,  in  the  vegetable  order, 
the  fruit  of  the  tree  naturally  flows  from  its  essence;  if 
it  be  barren,  then  it  is  deprived  of  the  power  of  produc 
ing  its  fruit,  which  is"  a  physical  evil  in  the  vegetable 
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order.  In  the  order  of  irrational  creatures  or  of  ani 
mals,  we  also  find  natural  defects.  In  the  human  order 
the  same  physical  evil  prevails,  for  sight,  hearing,  etc., 
belong  to  the  nature  of  man,  yet  we  find  some  men 
deprived  of  their  sight,  or  hearing,  etc;  we  find  them 
subject  to  pain,  sickness  of  various  kinds,  to  error  and 
ignorance,  and  in  fine  to  all  the  miseries  of  human  life. 
Physical  evil,  or  natural  defects  can  exist  under  the 
benign  order  of  God's  gracious  Providence,  because  in 
them  there  is  no  contradiction,  no  rebellion  against  the 
moral  order  and  consequently  no  sin. 

God,  if  he  so  willed,  could  annihilate  everything  he 
created;  but  a  natural  defect  is  less  than  the  annihilation 
of  the  universe;  therefore  the  infinite  goodness  of  God 
can  permit  physical  evil.  Nothing  is  impossible  to  God 
except  to  contradict  Himself;  and  everything  He  created 
is  essentially  good,  because  finished  or  essentially  per 
fected.  A  thing  may  have  some  accidental  defects  as 
barrenness  in  a  tree;  but  in  the  essence  of  a  thing  there 
can  be  no  defect.  By  essential  defects  I  mean  that  a 
being  cannot  be  defective  of  any  of  its  essential  attri 
butes;  thus  it  would  be  impossible  for  man  to  exist  with 
out  rationality. 

Moral  evil. — As  God  is  the  Infinite  Good,  therefore 
everything  He  created  must  be  essentially  good;  but 
He  created  man  with  free  will;  the  human  will,  which  is 
an  essential  attribute  of  the  soul,  must  therefore  be 
essentially  good.  Moral  defect,  or  the  violation  of  the 
moral  law  is  not  essential  to  the  will,  otherwise  it  could 
not  exist  without  rebelling  against  the  moral  order.  If 
the  will  were  morally  defective  in  its  essence,  then  God, 
who  created  it  would  be  the  cause  of  the  defect;  but 
moral  defect  is  a  violation  of  the  moral  law,  and  conse 
quently  a  rebellion  against  God.  God  cannot  rebel 
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against  Himself,  or  contradict  Himself,  therefore  moral 
defect  or  moral  evil  is  not  essential  to  the  will,  but  only 
an  accident  of  the  will  willfully  perverted.  Man  has 
the  power,  with  the  Divine  assistance,  which  is  never 
wanting,  to  entirely  observe  the  moral  law  and  all  that 
God  commands,  and  therefore  avoid  moral  evil.  But 
the  adversary  says  that  it  is  not  consistent  with  the 
goodness  of  God  to  create  some,  and  chastise  them  with 
eternal  punishment  for  the  transgression  of  his  law, 
that  he  knows  from  eternity  those  who  are  destined  to 
eternal  destruction.  Why,  then  did  he  create  them? 
I  answer  that  God  created  no  one  for  eternal  punish 
ment,  that  in  the  creation  of  man,  as  well  as  in  the  cre 
ation  of  any  other  creature,  there  can  be  no  moral  evil, 
no  violation  of  the  moral  order;  the  creation  of  man  and 
all  things  is  therefore  good,  perfectly  consistent  with 
the  Divine  goodness  and  proclaims  the  goodness  and 
liberality  of  God.  Hence,  the  goodness  of  God  cannot 
be  the  cause  of  reprobation;  reprobation  has  its  origin 
in  the  perverse  will  of  the  reprobate,  who  by  a  free  act 
of  his  will,  rebelled  against  the  moral  order,  and  refused 
to  comply  with  the  conditions  required  to  avid  eternal 
punishment;  God  therefore  created  no  one  for  reproba 
tion.  Though  God  knows  from  all  eternity  those  who 
are  and  will  be  reprobated,  or  rather  those  who  have 
reprobated  themselves  by  their  free  will,  and  those  who 
will,  by  their  free  will,  reprobate  themselves,  neverthe 
less  His  knowledge  does  not  effect  their  free  will,  and  is 
therefore  not  the  consequence  nor  cause  of  their  repro 
bation.  He,  who  violates  the  moral  or  positive  law  of 
God  rebels  against  Him  and  is  amendable  to  the  Divine 
Justice,  and  must  consequently  surfer  adequate  punish 
ment  for  his  crimes.  The  reprobate  has  besides  arrived 
at  the  end  of  his  journey,  or  in  other  words,  died  in  his 
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rebellion  against  God,  in  his  sins,  and  rendered  himself 
incapable  of  partaking  of  the  Divine  goodness,  and 
hence  his  destruction  is  his  own  work. 

It  cannot  be  objected  that  God  cannot  permit  moral 
evil  on  the  ground  that  his  sanctity  does  not  permit  it. 
The  moral  goodness  or  sanctity  of  God  consists  in  this, 
that  his  free  acts  must  harmonize  with  His  natural  good 
ness;  He  is  therefore  bound  to  hold  moral  evil  or  sin  in 
the  utmost  hatred  and  detestation;  hence,  He  threatens 
the  perpetrator  of  evil  with  the  punishment  it  deserves, 
holds  out  reward  for  the  practice  of  virtue,  for  the 
observance  of  His  holy  laws,  and  punishes  unexpiated 
crimes  with  the  punishment  they  merit.  But  as  God 
necessarily  hates  evil  and  holds  it  in  the  utmost  abhor- 
ence,  He  cannot  be  affected  by  it,  and  is  only  required 
to  visit  it  with  adequate  punishment;  therefore  his  sanc 
tity  can  and  does  permit  moral  evil  to  exist. 

The  answer  to  the  other  objections,  which  may  be 
raised  on  the  ground  that  God's  justice,  wisdom,  or  His 
other  attributes  do  not  permit  him  to  tolerate  moral 
evil,  is  very  simple.  The  attributes  of  God  cannot  con 
tradict  each  other,  there  must  be  a  most  perfect  har 
mony  between  them;  therefore  as  His  sanctity  tolerates 
moral  evil,  all  His  other  attributes  must  likewise  per 
mit  it,  otherwise  one  attribute  would  permit  that  which 
would  contradict  the  other,  that  would  destroy  the  har 
mony  in  God  and  consequently  His  existence. 
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CHAPTER    SEVENTH. 

THE  IMMUTABILITY  AND  INDEPENDENCE 
OF  GOD. 

IMMUTABILITY  and  absolute  independence  cannot 
be  affirmed  of  existences  or  creatures,  for  every 
being  or  creature  must  necessarily  and  essentia  ly  be 
circumscribed  by  limits,  and  must  have  certain  proper 
ties  which  distinguish  it  from  other  creatures;  thus  a 
horse  has  peculiar  qualities  which  distinguish  him  from 
an  elephant;  human  reason  indicates  the  difference 
between  man  and  the  irrational  animal.  All  the  aggre 
gate  properties  of  each  being  or  creature  constitute  its 
internal  and  external  state.  The  internal  state  of  a 
being  is  constituted  by  its  essential  limits  and  necessary 
modifications,  or,  in  other  words,  by  its  essence,  attri 
butes  and  modes  or  manner  of  existing.  The  external 
state  of  a  being  consists  in  those  properties  which 
relate  to  its  internal  state,  as,  for  instance,  the  hands  or 
other  members  of  the  body  relate  to  the  internal  state  of 
man.  The  external  state  of  a  being  may  undergo 
change,  as  the  change  from  youth  to  old  age  with  all  its 
consequences,  such  as  decay  of  strength,  hoary  locks, 
etc. ;  yet  the  alteration  in  his  external  state  does  not 
affect  the  nature  of  man,  and  consequently  does  not 
produce  a  change  in  his  internal  state. 

Moreover,  the  external  state  of  a  being  may  remain 
unchanged  while  the  internal  state  may  undergo  not  an 
essential  but  an  accidental  change,  as  is  the  case  with 
the  human  soul,  which  is  affected  or  modified  in  three 
different  ways,  namely  by  thought,  volition  and  emo 
tion.  Though  the  soul  is  a  substance,  that  is  something 
which  remains  permanent  amid  variations,  an  essence 
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which  makes,  it  what  it  is  and  cannot  suffer  it  to  be 
otherwise,  and  though  its  essence  must  always  remain 
the  same,  yet  it  undergoes  accidental  changes.  The 
soul  is  conscious  that  it  has  the  power  of  thinking,  that 
it  did  and  does  think;  yet  it  undergoes  an  accidental 
change  in  thinking,  for  it  thinks  of  some  object  now, 
and  in  a  short  time  will  or  may  think  of  something  quite 
different,  perhaps  entirely  the  opposite.  The  will 
affects  it  as  well  as  thought,  for  it  desires  to  gain  some 
object  presented  by  the  intellect;  but  it  frequently  hap 
pens  that  after  a  second  thought  or  after  some  consider 
ation  it  is  changed.  Finally,  the  soul  suffers  various 
emotions;  now  it  is  plunged  into  grief,  then  it  is  moved 
by  anger,  hatred,  love  or  gratitude,  etc.  Motion  means 
change;  change  is  a  variation  or  attention  in  the  form  or 
state  of  a  being  or  in  that  which  is  moved,  that  which  is 
moved  is  in  the  power  of  the  mover;  but,  as  we  have 
seen,  there  is  a  first  mover,  not  in  the  power  of  any 
thing  that  can  move  him,  and  therefore  immovable  and 
a  most  pure  act  or  God,  an  Infinite  Being,  who  has 
every  reality;  therefore  not  in  any  power  that  can  move 
Him;  and  therefore  immutable. 

God  is  immutable  in  His  essence,  in  His  attributes 
and  in  His  mode  of  existence. 

He  is  immutable  in  His  essence. — We  have  seen 
that  creatures  undergo  accidental  changes  because  they 
are  finite;  but  no  essential  changes  can  take  place  in 
them,  for  to  change  is  to  alter,  to  make  different,  hence 
the  essence  of  a  thing  cannot  be  altered  or  changed 
without  being  destroyed;  that  would  destroy  the  thing 
itself. 

The  essence  of  man,  for  instance,  consists  of  his  ani- 
mality  and  rationality;  if  his  animality  or  body  could  be 
essentially  changed,  it  would  be  something  different 
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from  what  it  was  before;  and  hence  would  be  no  longer 
a  human  body;  and  in  like  manner,  if  his  rationality — an 
attribute  of  his  soul — could  undergo  an  essential  change, 
it  would  no  longer  be  rationality,  but  something  else; 
therefore  an  essential  change,  either  of  his  animality  or 
rationality  would  destroy  the  essence  of  man  and  conse 
quently  his  existence.  The  same  is  true  of  every  exist 
ence,  for  there  can  be  no  existence  without  essence  or 
that  which  makes  a  thing  what  it  is;  but  if  created 
essences  cannot  undergo  any  essential  change,  a  fortiori 
the  essence  of  God  must  be  immutable.  The  Divine 
essence  is  that  which  makes  God  what  He  is,  and  can 
not  suffer  him  to  be  otherwise  than  He  is;  but  if  His 
essence  were  mutable,  or  could  change,  it  would  be 
changed  into  something  which  is  not  His  essence;  but 
that  which  is  not  His  essence  cannot  be  God,  for  muta 
bility  in  His  essence  would  destroy  His  existence;  there 
fore  God  is  immutable  in  His  essence. 

He  is  immutable  in  His  attributes. — The  attributes 
of  a  thing  flow  from  its  essence;  if  any  attribute  is  essen 
tially  changed,  there  can  be  no  essence;  thus  a  triangle 
must  essentially  have  three  sides  and  three  angles;  if 
you  change  one  of  its  sides  you  make  it  something  dif 
ferent  from  a  side,  and  then  you  would  have  a  triangle 
with  two  sides  and  something  else;  but  a  triangle  with 
two  sides  and  something  that  is  not  a  side  constituting 
its  essence  is  a  contradiction.  Now,  if  the  attributes, 
God  or  any  one  of  them,  were  mutable,  they  could  be 
changed  into  something  which  is  not  an  attribute  or  not 
attributes;  hence  the  change  of  any  one  of  God's  attri 
butes  would  destroy  it,  and  consequently  the  Divine 
essence  would  be  destroyed;  therefore  God  is  as  immuta 
ble  in  His  attributes  as  He  is  in  His  essence. 

God  is   immutable   in   His   mode  of  existing. — God 
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can  undergo  no  change  in  His  mode  of  existing,  for  He 
exists  by  virtue  of  his  nature  or  essence;  but  as  His 
essence  is  immutable,  so  also  must  be  His  mode  of  exist 
ence.  If  God  could  change  in  His  mode  of  existing, 
by  the  change  He  would  lose  or  deprive  Himself  of 
something  He  had  before,  and  would  acquire  something 
He  did  not  possess,  He  would,  then,  not  have  every 
reality,  would  therefore  be  finite;  that  would  destroy 
His  existence,  threfore  God  is  immutable  in  His  mode 
of  existence. 

From  creation,  which  took  place  in  time,  it  cannot 
be  alleged  that  God  is  mutable,  because  He  has  in  His 
intellect  from  eternity  the  exemplaria  or  prototypes  of 
everything  He  created,  and  of  all  possibilities.  God 
decreed  in  eternity  to  create  in  time;  creation  is  there 
fore  a  temporal  effect  of  an  eternal  decree;  but  this  can 
not  militate  against  the  immutability  of  God.  The  fol 
lowing  is  the  objection  and  answer  of  Billuart.  Again 
it  is  said:  'It  repented  Him  that  He  had  made  man  on 
earth.  And  being  touched  inwardly  with  sorrow  of 
heart."  These  and  similar  expressions  are  metaphori 
cal;  thus  when  it  is  said  that  it  repenteth  God,  it  means 
simply  that  he  will  destroy  His  work,  as  He  did  when 
He  destroyed  all  men  except  eight,  in  the  deluge.  God 
saw  from  eternity  that  man  would  commit  great  crimes, 
that  all  of  his  thoughts  would  be  bent  on  evil,  and  in 
consequence  of  his  rebellion  against  the  Divine  Majesty, 
God  decreed  in  eternity  to  destroy  all  men  except  eight 
just  persons;  this,  therefore  does  not  affect  the  immuta 
bility  of  God.  All  other  objections  can  bear  a  similar 
solution. 

As  every  existence  or  creature  is  created  by  God,  it 
must  depend  on  the  power  of  the  Creator  for  its  exist 
ence  and  preservation;  but  as  God  is  a  necessary 
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Being,  existing  by  virtue  of  His  essence,  or  by  the 
necessity  of  His  nature,  He  must  always  exist,  and 
therefore  does  not  depend  on  any  creature  either  for 
His  existence  or  preservation;  He  is  therefore  his  own 
absolute  sufficiency.  As  God  is  absolutely  sufficient  for 
Himself,  He  needs  nothing  to  constitute  His  beati 
tude.  Beatitude  may  be  denned  as  a  permanent  state 
of  true  felicity  having  its  origin  in  a  distinct  or  clear 
intuition  of  the  true  or  real  good  which  is  possessed, 
and  which  satisfies  the  desires  and  produces  gladness. 
Though  the  creature  may  possess  the  greatest  degree  of 
happiness  it  is  capable,  yet  as  it  is  finite  its  happiness 
must  necessarily  be  finite.  Indeed  experience  proves 
that  man  can  never  be  fully  satiated  in  this  life.  But 
as  God  is  infinitely  perfect,  He  must  possess  every 
good  unmixed  with  any  imperfection;  He  must  there 
fore  have  an  actual  and  distinct  or  clear  intuition  of  the 
permanent  good  He  possesses,  and  must  therefore  have 
supreme  beautitude.  But  God  as  a  Being  existing  by 
the  necessity  of  His  nature,  must  have  for  Himself  both 
the  possession  and  intuition  of  the  permanent  and 
immutable  good;  He  has  therefore  His  supreme,  His 
absolute  beatitude  from  Himself,  and  is  therefore  abso 
lutely  independent  and  sufficient  for  Himself. 


CHAPTER    EIGHTH. 

THE   SIMPLICITY  AND   IMMENSITY  OF   GOD. 

BY  the  simplicity  of   God  is  understood  that  He  is  a 
simple    substance,     or    not    composed    of     parts. 
According   to  the  notion   of  idolaters   the  Deity  has  a 
body;   thus  some  worshiped  idols   as   gods,  others  the 
sun,  the   moon,  the   stars  or   the  heavens;  while   others 
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worshiped  men,  such  as  Jupiter,  Saturn;  others  again 
worshiped  even  plants  and  animals.  Though  we  do 
not  witness  these  different  species  of  false  worship,  it  is 
nevertheless  useful  to  study  their  refutation. 

Every  compound  must  have  parts;  the  parts  are 
prior  or  precede  the  thing  to  be  composed,  and  conse 
quently  before  the  composition,  the  being  or  thing  to 
be  composed  does  not  exist.  Take,  for  instance,  all 
the  materials  required  to  build  a  palace;  before  the 
materials  or  parts,  of  which  it  is  to  be  constructed,  are 
reduced  to  the  form  required  and  properly  united,  you 
have  no  palace;  it  does  not  exist.  The  doors  and  win 
dows  of  a  palace  do  not  constitute  it,  nor  does  the  fin 
ger  of  a  man  constitute  his  hand,  nor  the  hand  the  arm; 
hence  one  or  several  parts  of  a  thing  do  not  constitute 
it;  all  the  essential  parts  must  be  properly  united. 
The  parts  cannot  unite  themselves;  they  must  be 
united  by  someone  who  has  sufficient  knowledge  and 
power  to  unite  them,  or  to  make  them  one  whole;  they 
are  therefore  in  the  power  of  another  being,  as,  for 
example,  all  the  parts,  of  which  a  palace  is  to  be  con 
structed,  are  in  the  power  of  the  architect  who  reduces 
them  to  form,  unites  them  and  thus  erects  his  edifice. 

Now  if  God  were  really  composed  of  distinct  parts, 
then,  one,  several  or  all  the  distinct  parts  could  not  be 
Himself,  for  the  parts  must  be  prior  to  the  thing 
to  be  constituted  or  made,  and  cannot  make  the  being 
or  thing,  and  must  be  in  the  power  of  some  superior 
being  to  form  them  into  one  whole,  or  constitute  them 
into  one  being;  but  God  is  supreme  and  infinitely  per 
fect.  He  cannot  therefore  be  in  the  power  of  any  being 
which  could  form  such  parts  into  His  being;  He  must 
then,  exist  by  the  necessity  of  His  nature,  and  be  a 
simple  being. 
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Moreover,  if  God  were  composed  of  parts,  the  parts 
would  either  be  finite  or  infinite;  finite  parts  cannot  con 
stitute  an  infinite  being,  for  all  finites  can  produce  only 
finites.  If  all  the  parts  were  infinite,  then,  every  part 
would  have  every  reality;  but  that  which  has  every 
reality  is  God;  then,  you  would  have  as  many  Gods  as 
parts,  which  is  absurd. 

If  some  of  the  parts  were  finite  and  the  others 
infinite,  then  God  would  be  finite  aad  infinite;  He 
would  have  every  reality  and  not  every  reality;  He 
would  be  the  first  immovable  mover  andunot  the  first 
immovable  mover;  He  would  be  a  most  pure  act  and 
not  a  most  pure  act.  Such  are  the  absurd  conse 
quences  of  the  impious  doctrine  which  teaches  that  God 
is  composed  of  parts.  God  cannot  be  composed  of  His 
essence,  existence  or  attributes,  or,  in  other  words,  His 
esssence,  attributes  and  existence  cannot  be  distinct 
parts,  for  they  constitute  His  being,  and  cannot  be 
•separated  from  each  other,  for  His  essence,  attributes 
and  mode  of  existence  are  His  absolute  being. 

The  adversary  says  that  genus  and  difference  are 
two  distinct  things;  but  God  is  composed  of  genus  and 
difference;  therefore  He  is  composed  of  parts  and  not  a 
•simple  substance. 

Before  answering  the  objection  we  must  have  a  cor 
rect  notion  of  genus.  The  word  genus  comes  from  the 
Greek  (genos),  which  signifies  birth,  race;  stock  or 
descent,  etc.  It  may  be  defined  to  be  that  which  has 
several  species  under  it,  or  a  class  of  beings  of  a  greater 
extent  than  species.  Though  there  are  different  kinds  of 
genera,  it  is  nevertheless  common  to  all  productive 
genera  to  transmit  their  nature  to  the  different  species 
that  come  under  them;  thus  the  oak  transmits  its  nature 
to  the  oak  produced  by  it,  though  the  product  may  be  a 
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different  species;  thus  also  the  irrational  animal  trans 
mits  its  nature  to  its  offspring;  the  same  is  true  of  man. 
When  I  say  that  nature  is  transmitted,  I  do  not  mean 
the  individual  nature  required  for  the  subsistence  of  a 
being;  but  the  nature  which  must  be  common  to  the 
same  class  of  beings;  thus,  for  example,  every  human 
being  must  necessarily  have  human  nature;  the  father 
transmits  human  nature,  which  is  common  to  every 
human  being,  to  the  son.  I  take  it  for  granted  that  the 
entire  human  race  descended  from  Adam,  and  therefore 
received  their  human  nature  from  him  who  is  the  genus 
of  the  whole  human  race.  It  is  true  that  unproductive 
beings  do  not  transmit  their  nature,  for  a  stone  does 
does  not  beget  a  stone;  but  its  nature,  as  well  as  the 
productive  nature,  is  created,  for  all  nature,  except  the 
Divine  nature,  is  created,  and  therefore  contingent,  the 
effect  of  a  cause,  which  is  God  Who  created  it,  and  on 
Whom  it  must  depend  for  its  preservation.  Now,  God 
cannot  be  the  genus  of  a  productive  nature,  for  He  can 
not  transmit  His  nature  to  the  creature,  or,  in  other 
words,  the  creature  cannot  have  Divine  nature,  other 
wise  it  would  be  God;  then  you  would  have  as  many 
gods  as  productions  of  nature.  He  cannot  transmit  His 
nature  to  unproductive  nature,  for  then  the  unproduc 
tive  nature  as  well  as  the  productive  nature  would  also 
be  God;  it  follows,  then,  that  all  created  nature  is  really 
distinct  from  God,  for  what  is  not  distinct  from  God  is 
God;  therefore  there  can  be  no  genus  in  God. 

The  difference  of  species  contained  in  a  genus  is 
some  mark  or  quality  by  which  one  species  is  known  or 
distinguished  from  the  other;  thus  under  the  genus  of 
the  human  race  are  several  species.  One  human  spe 
cies  is  white,  another  black,  another  is  copper  color,  etc. 
Essence  and  nature,  as  has  been  shown  elsewhere,  are 


58  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

not  precisely  the  same;  nature  flows  from  essence,  as 
the  fruit  from  the  tree;  hence  the  white  species  cannot 
transmit  the  nature  of  the  negro  with  regard  to  color; 
but  it  does  in  other  respects,  for  it  is  as  natural  for  a 
negro  to  have  the  same  members  and  parts  which  con 
stitute  the  human  body,  as  it  is  for  a  white  man.  Color 
in  man,  though  natural,  is  an  accident,  and  does  not 
essentially,  but  only  accidentally,  affect  his  nature,  and 
hence  human  nature  is  essentially  transmitted  to  the 
different  species  of  the  human  race.  The  quality  by 
which  one  species  is  dintinguished,  denies  to  the  other 
species  the  same  mark  of  distinction;  for  instance, 
whiteness  is  denied  to  the  African  species;  the  difference 
in  species,  then,  denies  to  one  species  some  quality  or 
property  which  belongs  to  another  species.  Now,  God 
has  every  reality;  but  if  difference  constituted  a  part  of 
His  being  or  nature,  then,  He  would  be  circumscribed 
by  limits,  because  some  reality  would  be  denied  to  Him, 
or  He  would  not  have  every  reality;  that  would  make 
Him  finite  and  destroy  His  existence;  therefore  there  is 
no  difference  in  God,  no  genus,  and  consequently  genus 
and  difference  do  not  constitute  His  being. 

The  Immensity  of  God. — The  immensity  of  God,  in 
as  far  as  it  is  viewed  in  respect  to  the  Divine  Being,  is 
His  infinitude,  in  as  far  as  regards  duration,  is  His 
eternity,  and  in  relation  to  place,  it  cannot  be  circum 
scribed  by  limits,  in  which  sense  we  will  treat  of 
immensity.  Immensity  and  ubiquity  are  often  con 
sidered  as  identical;  they  are  nevertheless  not  the  same, 
for  immensity  is  an  attribute  of  God,  whereas  ubiquity 
is  not.  Immensity  is  called  actum  prtmum,  which  means 
that  it  has  the  aptitude  or  capacity  of  extending  itself  to 
all  things  and  into  all  places,  so  that  if  it  were  possible 
for  the  universe  to  be  infinite,  the  Divine  immensity 
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would  extend  itself  throughout  the  infinite  universe. 
The  reason  why  the  immensity  of  God  does  not  extend 
itself  throughout  an  infinite  universe  is  not  because  it 
has  not  the  capacity,  but  because  the  universe  must 
essentially  be  finite,  for  God  alone  is  infinite;  but  if  the 
universe  were  infinite  then  there  would  be  two  infinites, 
God  and  the  universe;  then,  one  infinite  would  'be 
limited  by  the  other,  then  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
would  be  infinite;  hence  two  infinites  are  a  contradic 
tion. 

The  ubiquity  of  God  extends  itself  to  the  actual 
existence  of  all  things,  and  throughout  all  places  where 
they  exist.  When  it  is  said  that  God  is  in  all  creatures, 
upholding  and  preserving  them,  it  cannot  be  thence 
inferred  that  creation  was  not  a  free  act  on  the  part  of 
God,  nor  that  God  was  necessitated  to  create.  If  God 
had  been  obliged  to  create,  He  would  have  been  com 
pelled  to  create  by  virtue  of  His  essence,  or  by  the 
necessity  of  His  nature,  which  are  the  same;  but  God  is 
essentially  eternal,  without  beginning  or  end;  then,  cre 
ation  would  be  eternal;  but  creation  means  to  bring 
non-existence  into  existence  which  is  an  event;  events 
can  only  take  place  in  time;  creation  is,  then,  the  com 
mencement  of  time;  and  an  eternal  creation  is  there 
fore  a  contradiction.  Besides,  if  God  had  been  necessi 
tated  to  create,  He  would  have  been  compelled  by  the 
force  of  His  nature,  for  nothing  else  could  force  Him, 
then  creation  would  be  a  part  of  Himself,  because  it 
would  naturally  have  flowed  from  His  nature  or  essence; 
then,  every  object  of  creation  would  be  a  part  of  God, 
or  it  would  be  God;  then  there  would  be  as  many  gods, 
as  many  infinites  and  as  many  absolute  beings,  existing 
by  virtue  of  their  essence  or  by  the  necessity  of  their 
nature  as  objects  in  creation  or  creatures,  which  is 
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impiously  absurd,  therefore  God  was  not  obliged  to 
create;  creation  is,  then,  a  free  act  on  the  part  of  God. 

God,  by  His  free  will  decreed  in  eternity  to  create 
in  time;  the  creation  of  the  universe  is,  therefore,  an 
effect  of  the  eternal  decree;  and  as  the  universe  must 
necessarily  be  finite;  and  as  the  ubiquity  of  God  cannot 
extend  itself  to  things  or  creatures  which  do  not  exist, 
it  is  called  actum  secundum,  that  is,  He  is  present  in  all 
things  and  in  all  places;  His  ubiquity  is  therefore  the 
result  of  His  free  act,  for  if  he  had  not  created  there 
could  be  no  ubiquity,  and  consequently  no  actuni  secun 
dum. 

Non-existence  cannot  bring  itself  into  existence,  or 
in  other  words,  creatures  cannot  create  themselves. 
God,  Who  created  them,  also  wills  their  preservation; 
hence  the  same  Divine  power,  which  brought  them  into 
existence,  is  required  to  uphold  and  sustain  them,  pre 
servation  may,  then,  be  called  creation  continued. 
Creatures  or  the  universe  cannot  exist  by  the  necessity 
of  their  nature,  for  otherwise  they  would  be  sufficient 
for  themselves  and  independent  of  their  Creator;  but  as 
God  created  them  they  must  necessarily  depend  on 
Him.  Moreover,  that  which  exists  by  the  necessity  of 
its  nature,  cannot  be  contingent  or  created;  but  must  be 
eternal;  the  eternal  is  God  alone;  but  if  creatures  exist 
by  the  necessity  of  their  nature,  then  we  would  have  as 
many  eternals  as  creatures  which  is  absurd.  Now, 
God  is  in  all  things,  not  indeed  as  a  part  of  their  essence 
or  accidents,  but  acting  upon  them,  upholding  and  sus 
taining  them,  for  wherever  God  acts  He  must  be  pres 
ent,  for  every  agent  must  be  joined  to  the  work  on 
which  he  operates;  I  say  joined,  not  identified,  which 
means  a  different  thing:  thus  no  man,  in  his  sound 
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senses,  would  say   that   the   clock   on  which  the   clock- 
maker  operates  is  a  part  of  himself  or  of  his  essence. 

The  following  question  may  be  asked:  How  can  the 
immensity  of  God  be  reconciled  with  His  simplicity? 
The  immensity  of  God  is  one  of  His  attributes  as  has 
been  said  before;  it  must  therefore  be  infinite,  and 
united  with  the  other  attributes  to  constitute  the  Divine 
Being.  As  every  part  of  a  compound  is  finite  and 
therefore  limited,  the  whole  compound  must  be  limited; 
but  if  the  immensity  of  God  were  a  compound,  then 
God  would  be  composed  of  parts,  contrary  to  what  has 
been  proved;  but  as  God  is  a  simple  substance  free  from 
every  defect,  simplicter  simplex,  His  attribute  of  immens 
ity,  as  well  as  His  other  attributes,  cannot  have  parts; 
they  must  be  simple;  the  attribute  of  immensity  does 
not  therefore  militate  against  the  simplicity  of  God. 


CHAPTER  NINTH. 

THE  ETERNITY  OF  GOD. 

ETERNITY  has  no  commencement  and  will  have  no 
end.  In  order  to  have  some  inadequate  idea  of  eter 
nity,  we  must  have  an  idea  of  time.  Time  is  a  succession 
of  events;  an  event  is  that  which  happens,  or  that  in  which 
an  action,  an  operation  or  a  series  of  operations  termi 
nate;  thus  the  defeat  of  Napoleon  at  Waterloo,  the 
downfall  of  the  Roman  Empire  are  events,  and  measure 
the  time  in  which  they  transpired.  Time  may  be  con 
sidered  as  external,  that  is,  the  transpiring  of  events 
outside  of  the  mind;  thus  the  revolution  of  the  earth 
around  the  sun  is  an  external  event.  It  may  be  also 
considered  internal;  it  is  then  confined  within  the  mind 
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and  designates  the  actions  which  pass  within  it,  such  as 
thoughts  and  volitions;  but  the  events  or  actions  which 
pass  in  the  mind  are  not  considered  as  a  measurement 
of  time.  Moreover,  as  the  mind  is  finite,  its  operations 
must  necessarily  be  finite;  and  they,  as  well  as  the  mind, 
must  therefore  be  imperfect.  The  mind  may  have  an 
adequate  idea  of  some  things,  such  as  the  whole  is 
greater  than  any  of  its  parts,  a  triangle  must  have  three 
sides  and  three  angles;  but  it  can  have  only  an  inade 
quate  idea  of  other  things;  for  instance,  I  have  an  idea 
that  my  soul  acts  on  my  body,  and  my  body  on  my  soul; 
I  arrive  at  this  fact  by  experience  and  observation;  but 
I  cannot  understand  it,  I  have  no  idea  how  this  opera 
tion  takes  place. 

Besides  the  mind  thinking,  there  must  be  an  object 
of  thought,  which  must  be  outside  of  the  mind,  and 
therefore  really  distinct  from  it;  thus  I  think  of  a  house, 
of  a  tree,  or  of  any  other  object;  my  mind  cannot  create 
such  an  object  or  any  object  of  thought;  an  almighty 
power  is  required  for  this.  Though  the  mind  has  the 
power  of  willing,  and  exercises  it,  yet  it  cannot,  in  this 
life,  obtain  the  object  of  its  desires,  as  is  known  by  daily 
experience.  Now  there  can  be  no  external  time  or  no 
external  succession  of  events  in  God,  because  He  is  the 
first  immovable  mover,  a  being  existing  by  virtue  of  His 
absolute  possibility,  or  by  the  necessity  of  His  nature. 
If  a  succession  of  events  or  external  time  were  in  God, 
then,  He  would  not  be  the  first  mover,  but  would  be  in 
power  of  some  other  being  that  would  move  Him;  He 
would,  then,  not  have  every  reality,  every  perfection, 
and  consequently  could  not  be  a  most  pure  act,  free 
from  every  imperfection,  contrary  to  what  has  been 
shown  in  the  preceeding  pages. 

Moreover,    a   succession   of   events   is   a   movement; 
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that  which  is  moved  is  mutable,  and  consequently 
undergoes  a  change;  but  as  God  is  immutable,  and 
cannot  therefore  be  subject  to  change,  there  can  be  no 
succession  of  events  or  external  time  in  Him;  He  must 
therefore  be  eternal,  without  beginning  or  end;  hence 
eternity  is  one  of  His  attributes.  To  think  is  to  apply 
the  mind  to  an  object;  the  object,  as  has  been  said,  must 
be  outside  of  the  mind.  Some  objects  are  created,  as 
man;  others  are  not  created,  as  truth.  The  mind  can 
only  have  one  thought  at  the  same  time.  Thoughts  go, 
others,  perhaps  quite  the  contrary,  come  into  the  mind; 
hence  the  fmitude,  the  mutability,  and  consequently  the 
imperfection  of  the  human  mind.  This  is  not  in  God, 
for  He  has  the  exemplaria  or  prototypes  in  His  mind, 
from  eternity,  of  all  things  He  created,  and  of  all  create- 
ables  or  possibilities.  These  prototypes  or  ideas  are  in 
the  Divine  essence;  they  are  in  reality  the  Divine  essence 
as  St.  Thomas  teaches.  God,  then,  is  Himself  the 
object  of  His  ideas,  which,  as  they  are  His  essence, 
must  be  eternal,  and  as  immutable  as  His  being;  there 
is  therefore  no  internal  succession  of  events,  no  so  called 
internal  time  in  God;  He  is  therefore  eternal  without 
beginning  or  end;  and  therefore  His  own  eternity. 
Eternity  cannot  admit  of  the  past,  for  the  past  desig 
nates  time  which  has  passed,  or  a  succession  of  past 
events;  it  cannot  embrace  the  future,  because  the  future 
is  time  to  come,  or  a  succession  of  future  events;  but 
there  can  be  neither  past  or  future  events  in  God,  and 
therefore  no  past  and  no  future  time;  hence,  as  God  is 
eternal,  He  must  always  be  present.  Some  of  the  gen 
tiles  had  the  notion  that  in  God  there  is  no  past  and  no 
future,  for  Plato,  in  his  Timaeo,  says  that,  was,  is  and 
will  be,  are  parts  of  time,  and  are  improperly  applied 
to  the  eternal  nature;  is,  only  belongs  to  it.  St. 
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Augustin,  explaining  the  eternity  of  God,  says:  "The 
eternity  of  God  is  His  substance  itself,  and  has  nothing 
mutable;  it  has  no  past  as  if  it  were  not  now;  it  has  no 
future  as  if  did  not  as  yet  exist;  it  has  only  the  present, 
the  past  and  future  do  not  belong  to  it,  because  what 
was  is  not  now;  what  will  be  does  not  as  yet  exist,  and 
whatever  is  in  the  eternal  substance,  is  always  present." 
Eternity,  as  has  been  said,  has  no  beginning  and  will 
have  no  end,  whereas  cevum  or  duration  is  that  which 
has  a  beginning  but  will  have  no  end.  The  difference 
between  eternity  and  avum,  or  that  which  has  a  begin 
ning,  but  no  end  is  this:  eternity  is  totum  simul,  that  is, 
it  is  unchangeable  in  its  essence  and  in  its  operations; 
whereas  cevum,  or  duration  with  a  beginning,  but  with 
out  an  end,  though  essentially  immutuable,  yet  is  not 
totum  simul,  for  it  is  mutable  as  to  its  accidents,  for  it  is 
subject  to  place,  and  its  operations  are  confined  to 
place.  It  is  true  that  the  past  and  future  are  attributed 
to  God;  but  expressions  of  that  sort  do  not  indicate  the 
past  or  future  is  in  God,  because,  though  He  is  always 
present  and  immovable,  yet  the  past  and  future  are 
eminenter  included  in  eternity.  The  following  example 
will  illustrate  this:  Let  us  suppose  a  stream  and  an 
immense  tree  extending  its  branches  from  the  source  to 
the  mouth  of  the  stream;  though  the  waters  move  under 
the  branches  of  the  tree,  yet  the  tree  and  its  branches 
remain  .immovable;  the  motion  of  the  waters  is  eminenter 
in  the  tree;  thus  God  sees  all  motion  in  the  universe, 
yet  He  moves  not;  motion  is  the  measure  of  time:  time 
must,  then,  be  eminenter  in  eternity. 
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CHAPTER  TENTH. 

THE  RELATIVE  ATTRIBUTES  OF  GOD. 

THE  relative  attributes  of  God  are  not  called  relative 
in  the  sense  that  they  do  not  properly  and  abso 
lutely  belong  to  God,  for  they  are  as  absolute  as  His 
other  attributes;  but  in  the  sense  that  they  relate  to 
terms.  The  only  terms  to  which  they  can  relate  are  the 
Divine  Being,  or  to  something  out  of  the  Divine  Being, 
or,  in  other  words,  to  creatures;  thus  God  knowing 
Himself  and  loving  Himself  are  relations  to  the  Divine 
Being.  The  word  term  signifies  limit  or  boundary;  it 
cannot  be  taken  in  a  limited  sense  when  God's  relative 
attributes  relate  to  His  Divine  Being,  because  the 
Divine  being  is  infinite,  and  therefore  can  admit  of  no 
limit;  hence  the  word  term  can  only  be  taken  in  the 
sense  that  the  relation  of  such  attributes  in  God  is  an 
infinite  relation.  It  is  true  with  regard  to  creatures 
that  the  relative  attributes  of  God  have  a  term  in  a 
limited  sense,  yet  it  cannot  be  thence  inferred  that  the 
capacity  of  God's  relative  attributes  is  finite;  it  is  infin 
ite,  for  there  can  be  nothing  finite  in  God;  but  as  crea 
tion  is  finite,  the  term  to  which  the  relative  attributes 
relate  must  be  finite,  otherwise  the  finite  would  be  infin 
ite  which  is  a  contradiction. 

The  two  special  relative  attributes  in  relation  to 
creatures,  are  generally  considered  to  be  the  intellect 
and  will  of  God.  By  His  intellect  He  knows  or  sees  all 
things  He  created  and  all  creatables  or  possibilities;  and 
by  His  will  He  wills  good  to  all  creatures,  or  He  loves 
all  things  He  created. 

The  Divine  Intelligence. — As  God  is  the  first  immov 
able  mover,  a  most  pure  act,  and  therefore  infinitely 
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perfect,  He  must  have  infinite  intelligence;  and  this  is 
evident  from  the  creation  and  government  of  the 
universe.  I  will  give  man  as  an  instance.  Cicero,  as 
quoted  by  Chateaubriand,  thus  describes  the  human 
body:  "With  respect  to  the  senses,  by  which  exterior 
objects  are  conveyed  to  the  knowledge  of  the  soul,  their 
structure  corresponds  wonderfully  with  their  destination, 
and  they  have  their  seat  in  the  head  as  in  a  fortified 
town.  The  eyes,  like  sentinels,  occupy  the  most 
elevated  place,  whence,  on  discovering  objects  they 
may  give  the  alarm.  An  eminent  position  was  suited  to 
the  ears,  because  they  are  destined  to  receive  sound 
which  naturally  ascends.  The  nostrils  require  a  similar 
situation,  because  odors  likewise  ascend  and  it  was 
necessary  that  they  should  be  near  the  mouth,  because 
they  greatly  assist  us  in  judging  of  our  meat  and  drink. 
Taste,  by  which  we  are  apprised  of  the  quality  of  the 
food  we  take,  resides  in  that  part  of  the  mouth  through 
which  nature  gives  a  passage  to  solids  and  liquids.  As 
for  touch,  it  is  generally  diffused  over  the  whole  body, 
that  we  might  neither  receive  any  impression  nor  be 

attacked  by  cold  or  heat  without  feeling  it And 

then  our  hands — how  convenient  are  they,  and  how 
useful  in  the  arts!  The  fingers  are  extended  or  con 
tracted  without  the  least  difficulty,  so  flexible  are  their 
joints.  With  their  asssitance  the  hands  use  the  pencil 
and  the  chisel,  and  play  on  the  lyre  and  the  lute;  so 
much  for  the  agreeable.  As  to  what  is  necessary,  they 
cultivate  the  earth,  build  houses,  make  clothes,  and 
work  in  copper  and  iron.  The  imagination  invents,  the 
senses  examine,  the  hands  execute;  so  that,  if  we  are 
lodged,  clothed  and  sheltered, — if  we  have  cities,  walls, 
habitations,  temples, — it  is  to  our  hands  we  are  indebted 
for  all  these."  Though  the  human  body  is  wonderfully 
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constructed,  yet  the  nobler  part  of  man  is  the  living 
principle,  within  him  which  animates  the  body  and 
directs  its  actions;  it  is  not  only  a  living,  but  a  rational 
principle,  for  it  discerns  truth  from  falsehood,  and  good 
from  evil.  By  his  living  and  rational  principle,  or  by 
his  soul,  man  is  elevated  above  the  entire  irrational 
creation,  for  he  alone  in  the  material  creation,  is 
endowed  with  reason,  and  is  master  of  his  actions  by  his 
reason  and  will.  By  his  intellect  he  masters  the  most 
difficult  and  obstruse  sciences.  The  mathematician, 
starting  from  his  data  or  axioms,  solves  the  most 
difficult  problems;  the  astronomer  soars  on  the  pinions 
of  his  intellect  to  the  very  heavens,  enumerates  the 
stars,  calculates  the  motions  of  the  heavenly  bodies  and 
unfolds  the  secrets  of  the  firmament.  The  lover  of 
wisdom  is  deeply  engaged  in  medtating  on  the  secrets  of 
nature;  he  views  the  different  phenomena  of  the  universe, 
considers  its  laws  and  mode  of  its  government.  The 
consideration  of  the  universe  naturally  leads  him  to  con 
sider  its  origin,  for  he  knows  that  it  is  finite,  contingent, 
and  therefore  an  effect,  that  there  can  be  no  effect  with 
out  a  cause;  hence  he  soars  beyond  the  universe  and 
considers  its  Author;  he  meditates  on  God,  and  by  his 
rational  light  he  explains  His  attributes  as  far  as  human 
reason  will  permit. 

There  must  be  a  reason  or  a  cause  why  beings  or 
creatures  exists,  for  they  are  contingent  or  effects,  but 
there  can  be  no  effect  without  a  cause.  What  is  not  in 
the  cause  cannot  be  in  the  effect,  for  if  the  effect  could 
contain  any  perfection  which  is  not  in  the  cause,  that 
perfection  would  surpass  the  cause,  or  would  be  some 
thing  which  the  cause  did  not  produce;  it  would,  then, 
be  an  effect  without  a  cause,  which  is  simply  absurd. 

The  creation  of  man,  as  well  as  every  other  object  in 
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the  universe,  proclaims  the  infinite  intelligence  of  Godr 
for  it  was  not  by  chance  that  the  eyes,  the  ears,  and  the 
other  human  senses  were  located  in  the  proper  parts  of 
the  body. 

Moreover,  every  agent,  if  he  act  rationally,  must  act 
for  some  end;  hence  the  difference  between  the  actions 
of  the  irrational  animal  and  man  is  this:  the  brute  has 
no  reason,  and  cannot  therefore  act  for  an  end,  whereas 
man  is  master  of  his  actions  by  his  reason  and  will. 
Before  acting,  we  must  have  an  idea  of  the  act  to  be 
performed;  thus  the  architect,  who  wishes  to  build  a 
house,  must  not  only  have  an  idea  of  a  house  in  general, 
but  must  have  a  definite  conception  of  the  house  he  is 
about  to  construct.  But  as  God  is  the  Creator  of  all 
things,  He  must  have  the  ideas,  prototypes  or  exem- 
plaria  of  all  things  He  created  and  of  all  creatables,  and 
according  to  His  ideas  or  eternal  exemplaria  He  created 
all  things. 

Finally,  as  God  has  the  ideas  or  exemplaria  of  all 
things  He  created,  He  has  therefore  the  idea  of  the 
human  soul,  and  created  it  according  to  His  idea;  but 
the  human  soul  is  a  rational  and  intelligent  being,  and 
as  God  has  the  idea  or  prototype  of  it  in  his  mind  from 
eternity,  He  must  be  an  intelligent  being;  His  intelli 
gence  and  creative  act  are  therefore  the  cause  of  its 
existence;  otherwise  human  intelligence  would  be  an 
effect  without  a  cause,  which  is  a  contradiction;  but  as 
God  is  a  most  pure  act,  and  created  not  only  all  irra 
tional,  but  also  all  rational  creatures,  He  must  therefore 
have  infinite  intelligence. 

The  preceding  consideration  naturally  leads  us  to 
make  a  few  brief  reflections  on  the  omniscience  of  God. 
The  omniscience  of  God  is  His  actual,  simultaneous 
and  adequate  knowledge  of  all  things;  hence,  it  is  one 
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of  His  attributes  as  well  as  His  intellect;  and  is  in 
reality  not  many-fold,  and  not  distinct  from  His  Divine 
essence,  but  a  most  simple  act.  The  knowledge  of 
God  does  not  only  extend  itself  to  the  past,  but  it 
embraces  the  present,  the  future  and  the  contingent 
future  as  is  evident  from  the  following  consideration. 
What  is  metaphysically  impossible  is  a  contradiction, 
and  therefore  nothing,  as,  for  instance  a  square  with 
three  sides  and  five  angles;  but  the  metaphysical  essen 
ces,  the  exemplaria  or  the  uncreated  forms  of  all  reali 
ties  and  possibilities  are  in  the  Divine  intellect  from 
eternity;  the  knowledge  of  God  is  therefore  eternal  and 
infinite.  Besides,  the  Divine  omnipotence  has  the 
power  to  actualize  every  possibility,  or  to  create  exist 
ences  out  of  nothing.  But  if  God  had  not  the  know 
ledge  of  all  possibilities,  He  could  not  bring  such  possi 
bilities  into  realities  of  which  He  would  have  no  know 
ledge,  and  consequently  would  not  have  an  adequate 
knowledge  of  His  omnipotent  or  infinite  power,  that 
would  make  Him  finite  and  infinite  which  is  a  contra 
diction.  God  has  therefore  a  most  perfect  knowledge 
of  Himself,  and  consequently  of  His  omnipotent  power, 
of  all  His  attributes  and  of  all  realities  and  possibilities. 
Much  has  been  said  by  philosophers  and  theologians 
concerning  the  manner  or  mode  by  which  God  knows 
the  free  contingent  future.  The  Thomists  maintain 
that  God  knows  the  free  contingent  future  subjectively 
in  His  absolute  decree,  in  suo  decreto  subjective  absolute, 
€t  objective  conditionato.  As  an  instance;  I  will  that  this 
will  take  place,  if  such  a  condition  will  be  complied 
with:  ''Wo  to  thee,  Corozain,  wo  to  thee,  Bethsaida; 
for  if  in  Tyre  and  Sidon  the  mighty  .works  had  been 
done  that  have  been  done  in  you,  they  would  long  ago 
have  done  pennance  in  sackcloth  and  ashes. "  As 
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there  is  no  absolute  future  unless  simply  by  the  abso 
lute  decree  of  God,  so  also  there  is  no  contingent  furure 
unless  by  the  conditional  decree  of  God;  and  as  God 
knows  the  absolute  future  in  His  absolute  decree,  so 
He  also  knows  the  conditional  future  in  His  conditional 
decree. 

The  Molinists,  on  the  other  hand,  deny  that  God 
knows  the  free  contingent  future,  subjective  in  His  abso 
lute  decree;  they  adopt  another  method  by  which  they 
explain  the  manner  by  which  God  knows  the  contingent 
future,  which  method  they  call  the  "scientia  media,'1'' 
The  founder  of  the  Molinist  school  was  Molina,  a  cele 
brated  Spanish  Jesuit,  who  published  at  Evora  a  work 
on  predestination  entitled  "The  Concord  of  Grace  and 
Free  Will."  The  author  maintains  that  God  predes 
tines  men  to  eternal  glory  only  in  view  and  in  consera- 
tion  of  their  merits;  that  the  grace,  by  means  of  which 
they  obtain  these  merits,  is  not  efficacious  of  itself,  but 
by  the  consent  of  the  will,  and  that  it  is  given  in  cir 
cumstances  in  which  God  foreknows  that  it  would  work 
its  effect;  in  fine,  this  grace  is  refused  to  no  one. 
According  to  Darras,  Molina's  whole  system  may  be 
reduced  to  the  following  propositions: 

"i.     God,  by  the  knowledge  of  simple  intelligence, 

sees   all  that   is   possible,  and   consequently (the) 

orders  of  possible  things. 

2.  By  the  scientia  media,  God   certainly  sees   what, 
in  each    order,     each    created    will,    by  the  use    of  its 
liberty,  will  do  if  God  gives  it  certain  grace. 

3.  He  wills,  by  an  antecedent  and  sincere  will,  the 
salvation  of  all  men,  provided  they  will  it   themselves, 
and  correspond  with  the  graces  granted  them. 

4.  He  gives  to  all  the  help  necessary  and  sufficient 
to  work  out  their  salvation,    though  He    bestows    upon 
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some    more    than  upon  others  according  to   His  good 
pleasure. 

5.  In    the    state  of    our    fallen  nature,  there  are  no 
absolute  decrees  of  predestination  on  the  part  of  God, 
efficacious  of   themselves  and  antecedent  to  the  provi 
sion  of  the  free  consent  of  the  human  vpll;  consequently 
no  predestination  of   man,  no  reprobation   which   does 
not  suppose  the  foreknowledge  of  the  sins  that  will   be 
committed. 

6.  God's  will  to  save  all  men  is  real,   sincere  and 
active;  it  was  by  that  will  that  Jesus  Christ  was  destined 
to  be  the  Saviour  of   the  human  race;  it   is   in  virtue  of 
that  will,  and  of  the  merits  of  Jesus  Christ,   that  God 
grants  to  all  the  graces  sufficient  to  work  out  their  sal 
vation. 

7.  God,  by  the  scientia  media,  sees,  with  a  full  cer 
tainty,   what  a  man  will  do  under  given  circumstances 
and  helped  by  a  given  grace;  consequently  He  knows 
those  who  will  make  a  good  or  a  bad  use  of  grace. 

8.  In  consequence  of  this  foreknowledge,  He  pre 
destines  the   former  to   eternal  glory  and   the   latter  to 
reprobation."   (i) 

It  is  a  matter  of  not  very  much  importance  to  know 
how  God  knows  the  future  free  contingent,  as  both  con 
tending  parties  maintain  and  defend  the  philosophical 
and  theological  truth  that  God  does  know  the  future 
free  contingent.  Besides,  both  the  Thomists  and 
Molinists  equally  maintain  and  defend,  in  their  respec 
tive  systems,  the  freedom  of  the  human  will.  The 
question  has  moreover  been  discussed  with  great 
warmth  in  the  different  schools,  and  even  before  the 
Holy  See  without  any  definite  result.  It  may,  however,. 


(i)  Darras  Church  History,  Vol.  4th,  page  252. 
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be  of  some  interest  to  give  a  few  observations  of 
Billuart  in  relation  to  this  knotty  and  vexed  question; 
he  says:  "St.  Thomas  never  makes  mention  of  the 
scientia  media,  but  simply  of  the  knowledge  of  intelli 
gence,  which  has  possibilities  purely  in  view,  and  of 
the  knowledge  oP  vision  which  looks  to  the  future  and 
supposes  the  (Divine)  decree.  The  holy  doctor,  as 
often  as  he  advances  arguments,  which  the  adversaries 
accumulate  to  show  the  harmony  of  the  liberty  of  free 
dom  with  the  Divine  decrees,  has  never  recourse  to  the 
scientia  media  explaining  the  consent  or  dissent  of 
human  liberty  before  the  decree,  but  with  St.  Augustin 
he  has  recourse  to  the  most  efficacious  power  of  the 
Divine  will  itself."  To  sustain  his  proposition,  he 
quotes  St.  Thomas  as  follows:  tCum  voluntas  Divina, 
inquit,  sit  efficacessima,  non  solum  sequitur  quod  ea  fiant  quo 
Dens  vult  fieri,  sed  quod  essa  modo  fiant  quo  Deus  vult fieri; 
vult  autem  quodam  fieri  necessario  et  quodam  contin- 
genter  et  libere^  'Since  the  Divine  will,'  he  says,  'is 
most  efficacious,  it  not  only  follows  that  those  things 
happen  which  God  wills  to  come  to  pass,  but  they  come 
to  pass  in  the  manner  God  wills;  but  He  wills  that 
some  things  come  necessarily  to  pass,  others  contin 
gently  and  freely.'  '  He  moreover  gives  another  pass 
age  of  St.  Thomas  Cantra  Gen.:  (i)  "Quod  licet  aliquis 
J>er  motum  liberi  arbitrii  divinam  gratiam  nee  promereri 
nee  acquirer e  possit,  potest  tamen  seipstim  impedire  ne  cam 
reciprat.  Et  cum  hoc  sit  in  potestate  liberi  arbitrii  impe 
dire  divince  gratce  receptionem,  vel  mon  impedire;  non 
immerito  in  culpam  imputatur  ei  qui  impedimentum  prastal 
gratia  receptioni.  Deus  enim  quantum  in  se  est  paratus 
•est  omnibus  gratiam  dare;  vult  enim  omnes  homines  salves 


(i)  Billuart  Vol.  i,  page  263. 
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fieri . .  .  ,Sed  ilFi  soli  gratia  privantur,  qui  in  seipsts  gratice 
impedimentiim  prastant:  sicut  sole  mundum  illuminance,  in 
eulpam  imputatur  ei  qui  oculos  claudit,  si  ex  hoc  aliquid 
sequatur,  licit  videre  non  possit  nisi  lumine  solis  prceven- 
iatur. '  "  ( i ) 

"That  although  one  can  neither  merit  nor  obtain 
Divine  grace  by  the  motion  of  his  free  will,  he  can 
nevertheless  place  impediments  which  prevent  him 
from  receiving  it. .  .  .And,  since  it  is  in  the  power  of  the 
free  will  to  impede  or  not  to  impede  the  reception  of 
Divine  grace,  he  is  deservedly  culpable  who  put  an 
impediment  preventing  him  from  receiving  grace.  For 
God,  inasmuch  as  is  in  Him,  is  prepared  to  give  grace 
to  all  men,  for  he  wills  that  all  men  should  be  saved 
. .  .  .But  they  alone  aredeprived  of  grace  who  in  them 
selves  put  an  impediment  to  grace:  as  the  sun  illumin 
ates  the  world,  he  is  culpable,  who  shuts  his  eyes,  if 
from  this  some  evil  follows,  although  he  cannot  see  it 
unless  assisted  by  the  light  of  the  sun."  The  reader, 
who  wishes  to  know  more  concerning  this  subject  may 
consult  Perone,  or  Billuart  who  has  written  a  very 
extensive  and  learned  treatise  on  it. 


CHAPTER    ELEVENTH. 

THE  WISDOM  AND  WILL  OF  GOD. 

NO  one  can  act  for  an  end  unless  he  has  a  knowledge 
of  the  end  he  proposes  to  obtain,  and  also  of  the 
adequate  means  to  attain  it,  for  without  proportionate 
means  no  end  can  be  arrived  at.      Let  us  suppose  that 


(i)  Contra  Gen.  cap  159. 
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there  is  a  treasure  hidden  in  a  certain  locality;  I  wish  to 
get  it  into  my  possession;  before  I  can  possess  myself  of 
it,  I  must  have  the  knowledge  of  its  existence,  then  I 
must  also  know  in  what  way,  or  by  what  means  I  can 
attain  it.  The  existence  of  the  treasure  is  represented 
to  my  intellect;  the  intellect,  by  reflection  or  consider 
ation,  proposes  the  means  to  the  will  by  which  the 
treasure  can  be  procured.  From  the  preceeding,  we 
may  define  wisdom  as  an  aptitude  or  faculty  of  the 
intellect,  which,  by  reflection  or  consideration,  suggests 
motives  to  the  will  concerning  an  end  proposed  to  be 
gained,  and  adequate  means  to  attain  it.  There  are 
many  valuable  and  beneficial  objects  which  are  attain 
able,  but  of  which  some  have  no  knowledge;  others  have 
a  knowledge,  but  are  ignorant  of  the  means  required  to 
attain  them;  while  others  have  the  knowledge  of  such 
objects,  and  also  know  the  adequate  means  to  gain 
possession  of  them,  or,  in  other  words,  they  know  the 
end  they  propose  to  attain  and  the  adequate  means  to 
attain  it;  there  are  therefore  different  grades  of  created 
wisdom.  As  the  human  mind  is  finite  and  imperfect,  it 
must  not  only  have  a  knowledge  of  the  end  it  wishes  to 
gain,  but  must  carefully  examine  what  are  the  adequate 
means  to  attain  it;  but  consideration  or  examination 
shows  indecision,  and  therefore  imperfection. 

But  as  God  is  infinite  in  intelligence  and  perfection, 
a  most  pure  act,  reflection,  consideration  or  examination 
cannot  be  predicated  of  Him,  as  they  imply  imperfec 
tion;  His  knowledge  is  therefore  not  discursive  or 
acquired,  but  intuitive.  But  as  God  is  an  infinitely 
rational,  an  infinitely  intelligent  agent,  in  acting,  He 
must  act  for  an  end;  He  has  therefore  a  most  perfect 
knowledge  of  the  end  of  all  things,  and  of  the  most 
adequate  means  by  which  the  end  is  attained;  therefore 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  75 

He  is  a  Being  of  uncreated,  of  infinite  wisdom.  If  we 
had  no  other  evidence  to  convince  us  of  the  wisdom  of 
God,  than  the  admirable  order  displayed  in -the  universe 
that  would  be  amply  sufficient.  If  we  make  a  survey  of 
the  universe,  we  find  that  it  consists  of  beings  or 
creatures,  and  therefore  effects,  and  must  have  a  cause 
why  they  exist.  Though  some  are  unproductive,  as  the 
stars  and  planets,  yet  they  are  an  effect  of  a  primary 
cause.  In  the  productive  order,  we  find  a  series  or  con- 
catination  of  causes  and  effects,  nevertheless  they  must 
also  be  traced  to  a  primary  cause. 

Now,  cause  and  effect  are  correlative;  they  connote 
each  other;  there  is  therefore  a  nexus  between  them,  or, 
in  other  words,  there  is  a  dynamical  order.  The  dynam 
ical  order  is  still  further  .  known  from  constant  and 
universal  experience  and  observation;  for  there  is  a 
mutual  attraction  between  the  earth  and  the  heavenly 
bodies.  By  the  law  of  inertia  a  body  in  the  state  of  rest 
cannot  put  itself  into  a  state  of  motion,  and  when  in 
motion  cannot  reduce  itself  into  a  state  of  rest;  hence 
we  see  rocks,  on  the  surface  of  the  earth,  always  in  the 
same  position  unless  some  force  is  used  to  move  them. 
It  is  by  the  law  of  inertia  that  the  planets,  set  in  motion 
by  their  Creator,  when  He  brought  them  out  of  nothing 
into  existence,  continue  their  incessant  motion  and 
make  their  periodical  revolutions  in  the  wide  field  of 
space.  We  are  truly  struck  with  wonder  when  we  con 
sider  with  what  regularity  and  accuracy  they  observe 
the  order  imposed  on  them  by  the  Creator;  and  hence  it 
must  be  evident  to  every  reflecting  mind  that  they  pro 
claim  the  omnipotent  power  and  wisdom  of  God.  The 
dynamical  order  or  the  order  of  cause  and  effect,  is  not 
only  observed  in  unproductive,  but  also  in  prolific 
creation.  The  tree  is  cut  down,  but  from  what  remains 
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sprouts  spring  up  and  become  trees.  The  florist  plants 
his  seeds  into  his  garden;  they  germinate,  produce 
plants,  flowers  and  seeds;  seeds  in  their  turn,  produce 
other  plants,  flowers  and  seeds;  thus  we  find  a  constant 
motion,  or  a  series  of  causes,  effects  and  the  reciprocal 
relation  between  them. 

Besides  the  dynamical  order,  there  is  a  teleological 
order,  or  an  order  by  which  things  are  directed  to  their 
end;  thus  the  purpose  or  end  of  the  eyes  is  to  see,  that 
of  the  ears  to  hear.  The  ocean  serves  all  creatures 
which  inhabit  it,  by  furnishing  them  with  the  means  of 
subsistences;  it  moreover  sends  its  vapors  into  the  air, 
from  which  rain  is  formed  which  falls  on  the  earth,  and 
enables  her  to  produce  her  fruits.  The  purpose  or  end 
of  the  fruits  of  the  earth  is  to  afford  man  and  beast  the 
means  of  subsistence.  As  the  inhabitants  of  the  deep 
need  the  waters  to  sustain  life,  so  the  air,  which  the 
inhabitants  of  the  earth  breathe,  serves  them  also  to 
sustain  life.  Thus  we  behold  throughout  all  nature  that 
one  thing  serves  or  is  for  the  purpose  of  another,  that 
all  things  are  for  the  benefit  of  man;  the  ultimate  end  of 
man  is  God  Who  created  him  and  all  things;  finally,  the 
ultimate  end  of  all  things  is  the  goodness  of  God,  as 
St.  Thomas  shows. 

We  have  seen  that  the  dynamical  order  consists  of  a 
series  of  causes  and  effects,  the  teleological  order  of  a 
series  of  final  causes;  but  a  series  of  efficient  causes 
must  necessarily  be  traced  to  a  first  cause,  and  a  series 
of  final  causes  to  an  ultimate  end;  the  dynamical  and 
teleological  orders  are  therefore  necessarily  connected 
with  the  first  cause  and  ultimate  end,  for  it  is  the  end 
which  moves  the  efficient  causes  to  act;  therefore  the 
ultimate  end  is  connected  with  the  first  cause,  and  also 
the  series  of  effiicient  causes,  as  well  as  the  series  of 
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final  causes,  is  necessarily  connected  with  it.  In  all 
this  it  is  easy  to  perceive  the  infinite  wisdom  of  God. 

The  Divine  Will. — Having  seen  that  God  is  an 
infinitely  wise  Being,  we  will  now  make  a  few  reflections 
on  the  Divine  will.  In  relation  to  this  subject  St. 
Thomas  says:  "Intellectual  nature  is  rendered  actually 
intelligent  by  its  intellectual  form,  just  as  a  natural 
thing  has  its  essence  or  exists  by  means  of  its  natural 
form;  but  a  natural  thing  is  so  constituted  that  it  arrives 
at  the  perfection  which  is  conformable  to  its  nature, 
and  then  it  rests  satisfied;  but  if  it  has  not  attained  the 
perfection,  it  strives  to  attain  it.  Whence  intellectual 
nature,  by  its  intellectual  form,  has  a  similar  aptitude  to 
seek  the  good,  and  when  it  has  obtained  it,  it  rests  con 
tented;  but  before  the  good  is  attained,  intellectual 
nature  seeks  it;  therefore  in  every  intellectual  being 
there  must  be  a  will;  thus  it  behooves  that  God  must  have 
a  will  as  well  as  an  intellect."  (i) 

Moreover,  as  God  is  the  Creator  of  all  things,  He 
must  have  supreme  and  universal  dominion  over  all 
things,  supreme  power  to  govern  and  direct  them.  The 
earth,  the  sea,  the  wide  expanse  of  the  heavens,  the 
sun,  the  planets,  in  fine,  the  whole  universe  proclaim 
the  power  of  God  by  which  all  things  are  governed. 
But  the  governing  power  must  necessarily  reside  in  the 
region  of  the  will;  no  one  can  therefore  deny  the  will  of 
God  without,  at  the  same  time,  denying  the  government 
of  the  universe,  the  consent  of  mankind,  and  even 
reason  itself.  Again,  as  God  is  infinite  in  every  perfec 
tion,  He  must  have  supreme  happiness;  but  happiness 
has  also  its  abode  in  the  will,  for  he  is  happy  who  has 
everything  he  wishes  or  can  desire.  Real  or  apparent 


(i)  Sum.  Pars  prima,  ques.  19.     Art  i. 
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human  happiness  can  only  be  obtained  in  as  far  as  the 
human  will  can  attain  the  object  it  desires.  All  the 
passions  can  easily  be  gratified;  love,  ambition,  anger 
have  their  full  measure  of  enjoyment;  but  the  soul  is 
eternally  craving  after  happiness,  and  when  one  object 
is  attained,  another  is  desired;  God  alone,  its  last  end, 
can  satisfy  its  desires.  But  there  can  be  no  desire  with 
out  a  will;  therefore  the  human  soul  must  have  a  will, 
the  will  is  an  effect,  and  therefore  created  by  God;  but 
as  God  is  the  efficient  cause  of  the  human  will,  He  must 
have  therefore  a  will,  otherwise  there  would  be  in  the 
effect  what  is  not  in  the  cause,  which  is  absurd.  In 
fine,  he,  who  denies  the  will  of  God,  denies  His  justice, 
mercy,  liberality,  for  there  can  be  no  justice,  no  mercy, 
no  liberality  without  a  will;  and  he  consequently  denies 
the  existence  of  a  Supreme  Being,  and  is  therefore  an 
atheist. 

No  one  can  will  unless  there  is  something  to  be 
willed,  proposed  by  the  intellect,  for  to  will  nothing  is 
not  to  will;  there  must,  then  be  an  object  of  the  will; 
but  as  God  is  a  being  of  infinite  intelligence  and  will, 
there  must  be  an  object  of  the  Divine  will.  God  alone 
has  an  adequate  knowledge  of  His  power,  intelligence, 
eternity,  justice,  mercy,  of  all  His  attributes,  of  His 
essence  from  which  they  flow  and  constitute  it;  His 
essence  is  therefore  the  primary  object  of  His  will. 
Though  there  is  no  libertas  a  coactione  in  God,  that  is, 
no  external  power  distinct  from  His  own,  which  impels 
Him  to  will,  for  He  is  supreme,  a  most  pure  act, 
infinitely  perfect,  and  therefore  not  in  the  power  of  any 
creature;  nevertheless,  He  is  not  free  not  to  will  all  His 
attributes,  and  consequently  His  essence,  His  being,  for 
all  this  is  essential  to  His  nature;  otherwise  there  would 
be  a  conflict,  a  contradiction,  between  the  attribute  of 
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His  will  and  His  other  attributes;  but  contradiction  is 
annihilation;  God  must  therefore  essentially  will  His 
essence,  His  being. 

Although  in  willing  ad  intra,  that  is  in  willing  His 
perfections,  and  consequently  His  essence,  His  being, 
God  is  not  free  not  to  will,  nevertheless  He  can  and 
does  will  freely  ad  extra,  that  is,  He  can  and  does  will 
out  of  Himself,  or  He  wills  things  distinct  from  Himself, 
and  in  this  He  is  free  to  will  or  not  to  will.  We  have 
seen  elsewhere  that  the  creation  of  the  universe  is  a  free 
act  on  the  part  of  God,  that  He  was  and  is  perfectly 
free  to  create  or  not  to  create.  As  God  is  a  Being  of 
infinite  intelligence,  He  must  have  the  prototypes  or 
metaphysical  essences  of  all  things  He  created  and  of 
all  creatables  in  His  mind.  This  must  be  conceded, 
for  he,  who  denies  this,  must  deny  the  Divine  intelli 
gence,  and  consequently  the  existence  of  God.  Now, 
the  attributes  constituting  the  uncreated  forms  or  the 
metaphysical  essences  in  the  Divine  mind — God  created 
all  things  according  to  His  eternal  ideas — must  have 
harmony  and  therefore  goodness,  for  there  can  be  no 
contradiction  in  God;  therefore  whatever  God  wills, 
either  ad  intra  or  ad  extra,  must  necessarily  be  good; 
hence,  God  cannot  will  moral  evil,  for  it  contradicts  the 
moral  order,  or,  in  other  words,  it  is  a  rebellion  against 
His  Divine  Majesty. 

Between  God  and  the  creature  there  is  no  medium, 
for  what  is  not  God  is  creature,  and  therefore  created; 
but  as  creation  is  a  free  act  of  God,  and  as  it  is  an  act 
of  the  Divine  will,  it  follows  that  God,  when  He  wills 
out  of  Himself,  or  when  He  wills  things  distinct  from 
His  attributes  or  perfections,  from  His  essence,  His 
being,  is  free  to  will  or  not  to  will.  He  is  free  in  every 
respect,  for  otherwise  He  could  not  be  a  most  pure  act, 
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infinitely  perfect,  free  from  every  potentiality,  but  would 
be  in  the  power  of  some  perfection  or  being,  that  would 
make  Him  finite  and  destroy  His  existence. 


CHAPTER  TWELFTH. 

THE  GOODNESS,   MERCY  AND  JUSTICE  OF 
GOD. 

BEFORE  speaking  of  the  goodness  of  God,  it  is 
necessary  to  have  an  idea  of  goodness  in  general. 
Every  good  must  be  a  reality,  and  must  consequently 
have  attributes  which  flow  from  its  essence  and  consti 
tute  it;  hence  St.  Thomas  teaches  that  goodness  and 
being  are  in  reality  the  same.  A  thing  is  good  when 
essentially  completed  or  perfected;  goodness  is  there 
fore  the  same  as  perfection.  But  from  this  it  cannot  be 
inferred  that  there  is  only  one  grade  of  perfection  or 
goodness,  for  a  house  is  of  a  higher  grade  of  perfection 
than  the  materials  of  which  it  is  constructed.  The  parts 
of  which  a  thing  is  composed  must  also  be  perfected; 
thus  its  total  perfection  is  the  aggregate  of  all  its  reali 
ties,  which  are  so  ordained  as  to  enable  or  direct  it  to 
its  end;  hence,  besides  the  goodness  of  existence,  the 
ability  or  direction  towards  its  end  is  also  the  goodness 
of  a  being  or  creature.  Let  us,  for  example,  take  a 
clock.  In  a  clock  each  wheel  or  distinct  part  is  in 
itself  finished  or  perfected  and  moves  or  serves  some 
other  part;  but  the  end  of  the  moving  or  of  the  serving 
of  each  part  is  to  enable  the  clock  to  keep  time.  The 
perfection  of  each  wheel  and  of  each  other  part  of  the 
clock  taken  in  the  aggregate,  tends  to  its  end,  which  is 
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to  point  out  the  minutes  and  hours  of  the  day,  and  con 
stitutes  its  total  or  entire  perfection  or  goodness.  Hav 
ing  seen  what  is  understood  by  the  natural,  by  the  cre 
ated  goodness  of  a  thing  or  creature,  we  will  now  show 
in  what  the  natural  and  uncreated  goodness  of  God  con 
sists.  God,  as  we  have  seen,  is  a  Being  infinitely  per 
fect,  infinite  in  knowledge,  in  power,  in  mercy,  in  jus 
tice,  infinite  in  all  His  attributes,  which  constitute  His 
Divine  nature,  there  must  be  a  most  perfect,  an  infinite 
harmony:  God  must,  then,  be  infinitely  perfect,  and 
therefore  infinitely  good:  the  natural  goodness  of  God 
is,  then,  the  harmony  between  the  Divine  attributes 
constituting  the  Divite  nature. 

The  moral  goodness  of  God  consists  in  the  harmony 
of  his  free  actions  with  His  natural  goodness.  In  rela 
tion  to  this  Father  Rothenflue  says,  in  his  philosophy: 
•'Moral  goodness  or  sanctity  is  the  harmony  of  the  free 
actions  of  a  being;  therefore  that  being  is  holy  in  the 
highest  degree,  when  all  its  free  actions  harmonize  most 
perfectly  with  its  natural  goodness;  but  all  the  free 
actions  of  God  harmonize  in  the  most  perfect  degree 
with  His  supreme  natural  goodness;  therefore  etc. 

If  the  least  free  act  of  God  did  not  harmonize  with 
His  supreme  natural  goodness,  and  therefore  with  all 
His  attributes,  His  intelligence,  wisdom,  etc..  God 
would  be  capable  of  at  least  accidental  deficiency;  but 
God  is  not  capable  of  defect;  therefore  all  the  free 
actions  of  God  must  harmonize  in  the  most  perfect 
degree  with  His  natural  goodness,  and  therefore  must 
thus  so  harmonize  through  His  essence:  therefore  God 
in  His  essence  is  supremely  holy. 

Corol. — Therefore  by  virtue  of  His  sanctity,  God, 
although  He  is  free  to  create  or  not  to  create,  neverthe 
less  after  having  decreed  to  create,  He  must  conform 
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His  will,  whether  antecedent,  consequent,  positive  or 
negative,  to  the  order  of  His  wisdom,  and  therefore  in 
conferring  benefits  upon  His  creatures  individually," 
(generally  or  individually).  "He  not  only  looks  to 
His  relative  goodness,  but  it  is  necessary  that  His  free 
actions  must  harmonize  with  His  other  attributes."  (i  ) 

God  manifests  His  relative  goodness  in  a  special 
manner  in  man,  whom  He  brought  out  of  nothing  into 
existence,  and  whom,  as  well  as  other  creatures  He  sus 
tains  and  upholds  by  His  creative  act,  and  whom  He 
elevated  above  the  irrational  creation  by  a  rational  and 
immortal  soul,  capable  of  knowing,  serving  and  loving 
Him.  But  as  the  human  soul  is  immortal,  and  as  man 
is  created  for  eternal  happiness,  and  as  his  end  is  in  the 
supernatural  order,  as  will  be  shown  further  on,  the 
Divine  Goodness,  in  affording  him  the  means  and  assist 
ance  to  attain  his  supernatural  end,  displays  itself  in  a 
most  eminent  degree:  and  we  cannot  help  but  exclaim, 
O!  the  infinite,  the  unsearchable  and  incomprehensible 
goodness  of  God!  Let  it  be  praised  for  all  eternity! 

The  Mercy  of  God. — With  regard  to  the  mercy  of 
God.  I  will  give  a  passage  from  St.  Thomas  which,  I 
think,  is  sufficiently  clear  to  give  us  an  idea  of  it:  "For 
the  evidence  of  this,  we  must  consider  that  one  is  called 
merciful  who  has,  as  it  were,  a  heart  capable  of  pity, 
because  in  truth  he  is  affected  with  grief  on  account  of 
the  misery  of  another  as  if  it  were  his  own;  and  from 
this  it  follows  that  he  strives  to  remove  another's  misery 
as  if  it  were  his  own;  and  this  is  the  effect  of  mercy. 
To  be  affected  with  grief  on  account  of  the  misery  of 
another  does  not  belong  to  God;  but  to  remove  the 
misery  of  another  becomes  Him  in  the  highest  degree, 


(i)  Vol.  2d,  page  363. 
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as  by  misery  we  may  understand  detect  of  whatever 
kind.  But  detects  are  not  taken  away  unless  by  the 
perfection  of  some  goodness;  but  the  first  origin  of 
goodness  belongs  to  God.  But  we  must  consider  that 
to  bestow  perfections  to  things  appertains,  indeed,  to 
the  goodness,  justice,  liberality  and  mercy  of  God, 
nevertheless  in  different  ways.  For  the  conferring  of 
perfections,  absolutely  considered,  belongs  to  the 
Divine  Goodness,  as  has  been  shown  above.  But  inas 
much  as  perfections  are  given  by  God  to  things  accord 
ing  to  their  merit  and  nature,  that  appertains  to  His 
justice  as  has  been  said  above.  But,  inasmuch  as  He 
does  not  give  perfections  to  things  on  account  of  His 
own  benefit,  that  belongs  to  his  liberality.  But  inas 
much  as  perfections  are  given  by  God  to  things  to 
remove  every  defect,  that  appertains  to  His  mercy."  (i) 

The  Justice  of  God. — Justice  may  be  defined  as  a 
constant  and  perpetual  will  to  give  to  each  one  what 
belongs  to  him. 

From  the  above  definition  we  perceive  that  he,  who 
gives  to  another  what  belongs  to  him,  is  indebted  for 
something  received,  and  must  give  his  creditor  what  is 
equivalent  to  the  debt  to  be  canceled;  thus,  for  instance, 
John  sells  his  house  to  Paul  for  a  certain  sum  of  money 
equivalent  to  the  house  sold;  Paul  therefore  becomes  a 
debtor  to  John  until  the  debt  is  discharged.  To  give 
an  equivalent  for  a  thing  received  is  called  commutative 
justice  which  always  requires  indebtedness,  or  a  debtor. 

Now,  commutative  justice  does  not  belong  to  God, 
for  He  is  the  sole  and  supreme  proprietor  of  the  entire 
universe:  He  has  the  absolute,  the  exclusive,  the 
supreme  right  to  it  by  the  title  of  creation;  and  hence  is 


(i)  Sum.  Theo.  Pars  prima,  Quest.  XXI  Art.  III. 
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the  sole  proprietor  of  all  things:  no  one  has  therefore  a 
right  to  anything  that  God  owes  him,  or,  in  other  words 
God  is  indebted  to  no  one.  But  it  is  recorded  in  the 
Gospel:  "Call  the  workmen  and  give  them  their 
reward."  And  again:  "Hast  thou  not  agreed  with  me 
for  a  penny?  Take  what  is  thine  and  go  thy  way." 
From  these  passages  it  appears  that  God  made  a  con 
tract  with  the  workmen  to  compensate  them  according 
to  agreement;  but  to  render  compensation  for  labor  per 
formed —  "facio  ut  des" • — is  commutative  justice,  there 
fore  there  is  commutative  justice  in  God.  The  above 
and  similar  texts  in  the  Sacred  Writings  must  not  be 
taken  in  a  literal,  but  in  a  metaphorical  sense,  because 
as  all  things,  the  entire  universe  belongs  to  God,  what 
He  gives  is  His  own;  and  in  giving  does  not  abdicate 
His  ownership;  both  the  gift  and  the  receiver  belong  to 
Him.  Hence  the  receiver  can,  at  the  most,  have  only 
useful  dominion,  which  God  can  withdraw  at  His  good 
pleasure;  God  then,  in  bestowing  His  favors  or  rewards, 
retains  absolute  dominion  over  them:  there  is  therefore 
no  commutative  justice  in  God. 

Besides  commutative  there  is  distributive  justice, 
which  consists  in  giving  to  each  one  what  belongs 
to  him  according  to  his  merit  and  dignity.  This  species 
of  justice  requires  to  be  exercised  by  princes,  kings  or 
the  supreme  authority  of  society,  in  choosing  officials. 
The  supreme  authority  is  bound,  by  distributive  justice 
to  select  such  persons  as  are  worthy  on  account  of  their 
merit  and  dignity.  But  as  God  is  the  Supreme  Ruler 
of  the  universe,  and  as  He  is  a-Being  of  infinite  wisdom, 
distributive  justice  belongs  to  Him,  or  He  must  give  to 
each  creature  >what  belongs  to  its  nature,  merit 
or  dignity;  and  in  fact  the  entire  universe  proclaims 
this  truth.  We  may  now  define  the  justice  of  God  in 
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the  words  of  St.  Thomas;  "Oportet  viderc  in  hoc  vercun 
Dei  cssc  justitiam,  quod  omnibus  tribuet  propria  seciindum 
uniuscujusque  existentium  dignitatiim,  et  uniuscujusque 
naturam  in  proprio  salvat  or  dine  et  virtufe.'"1 

It  behooves  us  to  consider  that  the  true  justice  of 
God  consists  in  this,  that  He  gives  to  each  (being)  what 
belongs  to  it  according  to  the  merit  or  dignity  of  the 
existence  of  each  one,  and  preserves  the  nature  of  each 
one  in  its  proper  order  and  faculties." 

We  notice  from  the  above  definition  that  all  created 
things  are  not  of  the  same  grade  of  dignity,  that  in  the 
different  orders  of  existences  some  are  of  a  lower  and 
others  of  a  higher  grade  of  dignity,  according  to  their 
respective  essences  and  natures.  As  God  createdn  d 
wills  existences  and  creatures,  He  must  by  His  distribu 
tive  justice,  will  that  which  makes  them  what  they  are, 
or  He  must  will  their  essence,  otherwise  they  could  not 
exist.  Besides  essence,  everything  must  also  have  its 
peculiar  nature,  which  flows  from  the  essence  as  the 
fruit  from  the  tree.  As  essence  and  nature  belong  to 
the  order  of  things,  and  as  God  wills  both  essence  and 
nature.  He  must,  according  to  His  will,  and  conse 
quently  according  to  His  distributive  justice,  preserve 
the  respective  nature  of  each  existence,  and  also  the 
faculties  which  belong  to  it;  thus,  as  He  wills  the  tree 
to  bear  fruit,  the  oak  to  bear  acorns,  the  animal  to  have 
instinct  by  which  it  seeks  its  food  and  self-preservation, 
He  must  give  the  power  to  each  creature  to  exercise  the 
faculties  which  belong  to  its  nature. 

Moreover,  as  God  preserves  the  respective  natures 
of  His  creatures,  He  must  give  to  each  creature  what 
its  respective  nature  requires,  or  there  must  be  an  order 
by  which  the  parts  are  so  arranged  as  to  constitute  the 
respective  nature  of  each  creature;  hence  it  is  due  to 
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man  to  have  hands  and  all  other  parts- required  to  con 
stitute  the  nature  of  his  body;  the  body  must  have  the 
aptitude  or  it  must  be  so  constructed  as  to  be  able  to  be 
the  receptacle  of  a  rational  soul,  and  the  soul  must  have 
all  that  which  belongs  to  its  nature. 


CHAPTER     THIRTEEN. 

THE  OMNIPOTENCE  OF  GOD. 

IT  is  only  the  possible  that  can  be  actualized  or  be 
brought  into  existence,  for  an  absolute  or  metaphys 
ical  impossibility  involves  a  contradiction.  This  leads 
us  to  consider  briefly  the  nature  of  the  different 
species  of  possibilities.  We  know  that  the  universe  is 
governed  or  subject  to  physical  laws;  thus  by  the  law  of 
gravity  a  stone,  when  thrown  into  the  air,  naturally  falls 
to  the  surface  of  the  earth:  and  a  stronger  power  than 
terrestial  gravity  is  required  to  prevent  its  falling. 
Hence,  it  is  physically  impossible  for  a  heavy  body,  for 
it  is  foreign  to  its  nature,  to  remain  suspended  in  the  air; 
a  physical  imposibilty  is,  then,  that  which  is  beyond  the 
natural  power  of  created  things.  Besides  a  physical 
impossibility,  there  is  a  moral  impossibility,  which 
extends  beyond  the  moral  power  of  a  rational  creature. 
Man  is  bound  to  observe  the  moral  law,  the  order  estab 
lished  by  God  to  lead  him  to  his  end;  but  it  is  morally 
impossibile  for  him  to  gain  the  end  of  his  creation  with 
out  the  observance  of  the  moral  order  ordained  to  lead 
him  to  it,  though  he  has  the  physical  power  to  violate 
that  order;  he  has  the  physical  power  to  slay  his  neigh 
bor;  to  despoil  him  of  his  property.  Finally,  a  meta 
physical  impossibility  involves  a  contradiction,  as  has 
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been  said  above.  Though  a  thing  may  be  physically 
impossible,  yet  supernaturally  possible,  for  God  can 
either  abrogate  the  physical  law,  or  He  can  act  directly 
upon  an  object  so  that  the  physical  law,  which  is  created 
and  therefore  a  secondary  power,  must  yield  to  the 
primary  or  uncreated  power. 

After  these  few  brief  and  preliminary  remarks,  we 
will  now  proceed  to  make  a  few  short  reflections  on  the 
power  of  God,  which  consists  in  actualizing  or  in  pro 
ducing  existences  out  of  nothing.  We  must  bear  in 
mind  that  God  has  the  prototypes  or  metaphysical 
essences  of  all  creatables  or  possibilities  in  His  mind 
from  eternity,  and  whatever  He  created,  He  created 
according  to  His  eternal  ideas.  The  metaphysical 
essences  in  the  Divine  mind  must  have  attributes,  and 
between  the  attributes  there  must  be  harmony,  other 
wise  there  could  be  no  essence.  Now,  God  cannot 
create  anything  whose  attributes  are  conflicting,  for 
that  is  a  contradiction;  contradiction  is  annihilation; 
God  cannot  contradict,  annihilate  Himself;  therefore 
His  omnipotent  power  only  extends  to  metaphysical 
possibilities. 

As  before  creation  nothing  existed  except  God  alone, 
and  as  whatever  He  created,  He  created  according  to 
exemplary  ideas  in  His  mind.  Beings  or  rather  possi 
bilities,  before  He  actualized  them,  are  called  by  philos 
ophers  possible  beings — I  would  rather  say  possibilities, 
because  being  implies  a  reality.  This  induces  us  to 
consider  what  intrinsic  possibility  is,  whether  it  is  some 
thing  or  nothing  in  itself.  In  relation  to  the  subject  I 
will  give  several  passages  from  an  article  of  Father 
Koop  in  Browson's  Review  of  April  1875:  ''Can  you 
understand  the  term  ' 'nothing?"  Yes.  Can  a  term  or 
word  signify  anything,  if  there  be  not  something  sig- 
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nified?  No.  Well,  then,  how  can  you  understand  the 
term  nothing,  since  nothing  can  be  no  object  of  knowl 
edge,  and  since  by  its  term  not  anything  is  signified? 
The  term  nothing  gives  me  not  a  positive,  but  only  a 
negative,  idea,  which  suffices  to  render  it  intelligible. 
But  a  negative,  in  the  sense  that  it  has  no  object,  must 
be  the  negation  of  idea,  and  consequently  no  idea  at  all; 
and  how,  then,  can  it  render  the  term  intelligible?  It 
can  render  the  term  intelligible,  only  by  previously  and 
mentally  excluding  something  positive,  for  which  a  pos 
itive  idea  is  prerequired;  hence  a  negative  without  a 
previous  positive  idea  is  impossible.  The  term  nothing, 
then,  indicates  the  absence  of  being:  and  as  I  cannot 
know  the  absence  of  being  unless  I  know  that  being  is, 
it  follows  that,  in  knowledge,  the  positive,  the  real, 
must  precede  the  negative  or  unreal.  Hence  I  cannot 
affirm  the  absence  or  deny  the  presence  of  pen,  ink,  and 
paper,  or,  in  fine,  of  anything  else,  except  by  a.  previous 
positive  idea  of  them;  which  gives  us  to  understand  that 
the  term  nothing  would  be  unintelligible  if  something 
were  not  known.  From  this  it  follows  that  what  is  not 
cannot  in  itself  be  an  object  of  knowledge.  Can  the 
possible  as  such,  then,  be  an  object  of  mental  apprehen 
sion?  A  correct  answer  to  this  question  will  give  us  the 
key  to  the  solution  of  many  rather  difficult  problems  of 
philosophy.  Philosophers  generally  treat  of  actual  and 
possible  being.  They  define  actual  being  as  one  that 
really  exists;  and  possible  being  as  one  not  yet  existing, 
but  existence  of  which  involves  no  contradiction.  A 
square  circle,  for  instance,  can  neither  be  actual  nor 
possible,  because  it  supposes  the  same  thing  to  be  and 
not  to  be  at  the  same  time;  it  supposes  the  presence  of 
roundness  in  affirming  it  a  circle,  and  the  absence  of 
roundness  in  affirming  it  a  square.  The  affirmation 
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simply  of  a  square  or  circle  involves  no  contradiction; 
and  so  far,  circle  or  square  as  abstracted  from  existence" 
are  called  by  philosophers  lentia  possibilie? — possible 
beings.  In  answer,  then,  to  the  question,  can  the 
possible,  as  such,  be  an  object  of  mental  apprehension? 
We  will  begin  by  showing  that  the  possible  may  be  con 
sidered  under  a  twofold  aspect,  namely:  first,  under  the 
aspect  of  its  physical  existence  which  it  would  have, 
were  it  existing:  and,  secondly,  of  its  freedom  from  con 
tradiction,  in  other  words,  its  internal  possibility.  This 
distinction  gives  us  a  possible  being  and  the  possibility  of 
being;  and  to  the  question  given  we  answer  that  v,  possi 
ble  being,  as  opposed  to  actual  being,  is  nothing  in  itself, 
and  can  therefore,  as  such,  be  no  object  of  mental 
apprehension:  whereas,  the  possibility  of  being,  as 
opposed  to  contradiction,  is  an  eternal  and  immutable 
reality  in  the  Divine  Being, —  an  exemplary  idea  of 
things  in  the  Divine  mind,  as  Father  Rothenflue  has 
well  proved.  Before  anything  can  receive  an  exist 
ence,  there  must  be  an  internal  possibility  for  it,  that  is, 
it  must  not  be  contradictory  to,  or  incompatible  with 
the  Divine  Being.  This  possibility  we  can  conceive 
neither  as  having  once  begun,  nor  as  changing,  nor  as 
ceasing  to  be:  for  what  involves  no  contradiction,  or 
what  is  possible  now,  always  and  everywhere  was  so,  is 
so,  and  will  be  so;  and  hence  it  is  eternal,  immutable, 
and  universal,  therefore  it  is  the  ability  in  God  to  create. 
Who  alone  is  eternal  and  immutable. 

The  intrinsic  possibility  of  things  is  not  intrinsic  in 
possible  things  themselves,  for  they  are  not;  and  what  is 
not,  cannot  have  anything  intrinsic  in  itself.  Nor  can  it 
properly  be  called,  as  many  philosophers  do  call  it,  the 
essence  either  of  possible  or  actual  things,  though  it  is 
essentially  necessary  in  order  that  things  may  be  possible 
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or  actual;  for  if  God  were  not,  nothing  could  be  possible 
or  actual;  but  it  is  the  essence  of  God  in  so  far  as  that 
essence  is  inimitable  ad  extra  in  creatures  by  means  of 
the  creative  act. 

Hence,  when  it  is  said  that  God  cannot  create  what 
is  intrinsically  impossible  or  involves  a  contradiction,  it 
does  not  and  cannot  mean  that  He  is  limited  in  His 
power  and  subject  to  a  certain  logical  condition 
extrinsic  to  Himself,  a  medium,  as  it  were,  between 
Himself  and  creatures,  but  that  He  cannot  contradict 
His  own  essence;  in  other  words,  that  He  cannot  anni 
hilate  Himself. 

It  is  said  that  the  intrinsic  possibility  of  things  is 
the  exemplary  idea  of  things  in  the  Divine  mind. 
This  we  will  simply  though  imperfectly  illustrate  by 
the  example  of  a  painter,  who  exercises  his  art  and 
produces  a  painting  according  to  the  idea  in  His. 
mind;  or  of  an  architect  who  raises  a  structure  accord 
ing  to  a  preconceived  plan.  God,  in  creating,  cannot 
act  blindly.  He  must  act  intelligibly;  hence,  accord 
ing  to  His  Divine  idea.  This  Divine  idea  renders  the 
creative  act  possible:  hence  it  may  be  called  the  possi 
bility  of  things  which  is  intrinsic  in  God.  The  possi 
bility,  then,  can  only  be  known  in  the  real,  for  only  in 
the  real  is  anything  possible.  There  is  however,  a  dif 
ference  between  knowing  or  understanding  that  a  thing 
is  possible,  and  imagining  or  representing  to  ourselves, 
this  or  that  particular  possible  thing  with  the  individual 
terminations  it  would  have  were  it  existing.  The  one 
is  the  work  of  the  intellect  knowing  the  ability  of  the 
real  to  produce  the  possible;  the  other  is  accompanied 
by  a  picture  or  phantasm  called  forth  by  the  imagina 
tion.  The  real  must,  however,  always  precede  the 
possible  in  knowledge  as  well  as  in  imagination.  To, 
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some,  however,  this  may  seem  contrary  to  experience, 
inasmuch  as  we  frequently  think  of,  imagine  and  repre 
sent  to  ourselves  mere  possible  things  that  have  no 
existence;  and  that,  consequently,  the  possible  as  such 
may  be,  and  frequently  is,  an  object  of  mental  appre 
hension.  This,  however,  is  only  an  apparent  difficulty, 
which  may  easily  be  solved  by  explaining  the  manner  in 
which  we  imagine  and  represent  to  ourselves  things 
possible.  Such  representations  and  imaginations  are 
either  borrowed  from  the  real  and  transferred  to  the 
ideal,  or,  at  least,  the  constituents  elements  taken  from 
the  real  are  only  newly  combined.  For  a  further  explan 
ation  of  this,  let  me  be  allowed  once  again  to  remark: 
ist,  that  all  knowledge  supposes  a  subject  knowing  and 
an  object  known;  2d,  in  order  that  an  object  may  be 
known  it  must  be  knowable;  so  that  where  there  is  no 
cognoscibility  there  can  be  no  knowledge  or  mental 
apprehension,  and  where  there  is  no  existence  there  can 
be  no  possible  cognoscibility,  as  Father  Rothenflue  well 
proves,  in  proving  that  the  existence  and  cognoscibility 
of  a  thing  are  identical.  Now,  possible  things,  previous 
to  their  existence,  are  nothing  in  themselves,  and  can  as 
such  have  no  proper  cognoscibility;  and  hence  they  can 
be  known  only  in  knowing  the  ability  of  the  real  to  pro 
duce  them,  and  can  be  represented  to  the  imagination 
or  intellect  by  sensible  or  intelligible  species  not  their 
own,  but  taken  from  the  real."  In  another  part  of  the 
article  he  says:  "It  has  been  proved  that  the  possible, 
as  such  can  be  in  itself  no  object  of  mental  apprehen 
sion,  cannot  in  itself  be  cognoscible,  because  it  has  no 
existence,  is  nothing;  and  hence,  to  ask  whether  possi 
ble  things  are  finite  or  infinite  in  number,  is  the  same  as 
to  ask  whefher  nothing  is  finite  or  infinite  in  number. 
To  which  we  readily  reply  that  nothing  is  nothing  and 
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can  have  no  number  at  all  either  finite  or  infinite.  But 
some  will  object,  saying:  I  can  imagine  four,  five  or  six 
other  worlds  like  this,  and  to  these  I  can  assign  num 
bers;  moreover,  God  can  create  these;  therefore  the 
question  is  valid,  'Are  possible  finite  or  infinite  in  num 
ber?'  But you  have  seen  that  the  possibles  is  cog- 

noscible  only  in  the  real  or  actual,  and  that  it  can  be 
represented  only  by  cognoscibility  borrowed  from  the 
real,  which  then  undergoes  the  same  conditions  as*  the 
real  or  actual,  and  then  the  question  must  be,  is  the 
real  or  can  the  real,  the  existing,  be  infinite  in  number? 
which  is  very  easily  answered  in  the  negative,  because 
an  infinite  of  real  things  is  a  contradiction,  The  ques 
tions,  then,  which  may  be  asked  are  these:  "Can  God's 
omnipotence  be  exhausted?  We  answer  no.  Can  God 
create  an  infinite  number  of  things?  No;  because  an 
infinite  number  is  repugnant." 

As  the  possible  is  nothing  in  itself,  it  can  have  no 
essence,  no  nature,  no  qualities  or  properties  of  any 
sort.  That  which  has  no  essence  can  have  no  existence, 
and  consequently  no  power  to  actualize  itself.  But  we 
behold  in  the  universe  many  actualized  beings  or  exist 
ences:  but  as  they  were  originally  nothing^in  themselves 
they  could  not  bring  themselves  into  existence:  there 
must,  then,  be  a  sufficient  reason  or  a  cause  why  they 
exist;  they  are  therefore  effects;  but  there  can  be  no 
effect  without  a  cause:  the  cause  must,  then,  be  primary, 
uncreated,  one  that  exists  by  the  force  of  its  essence,  or 
by  the  necessity  of  its  nature,  which  cause  is  God.  Now 
the  creation  of  the  universe  out  of  nothing,  shows  the 
power  of  God;  and  that  power  must  be  omnip 
otent,  because  God  is  the  first  immovable  mover,  not 
in  potentiality,  or  not  in  the  power  of  any  creature,  as 
has  b«en  shown  in  the  chapter  on  the  existence  of  God. 
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The  objection  is  therefore  not  valid  that  the  universe 
is  the  particular  and  God  the  universal:  that  the  uni 
versal  cannot  be  concluded  from  the  particular. 

Moreover,  we  have  shown,  in  some  of  the  preceding 
pages,  that  God  is  infinite  in  essence,  and  also  that  the 
attributes  constituting  the  Divine  nature  are  infinite, 
that  there  can  be  nothing  finite  in  God,  as  He  is  a  most 
pure  act;  but  there  is  power  in  God,  otherwise  He  could 
not  have  created  the  universe;  that  power  is  one  of  His 
attributes;  but  as  there  can  be  nothing  finite  in  God, 
His  power  must  be  infinite,  and  therefore  omnipotent. 


CHAPTER    FOURTEENTH. 

THE  PROVIDENCE  OF  GOD. 

AMONG  the  ancients  were  some  philosophers  who 
denied  that  there  exists  in  the  Divine  mind  the 
reason  or  principle,  or,  if  I  may  use  the  expression,  the 
plan  of  the  order  of  things,  directing  them  to  their  end: 
and  as  they  denied  the  reason  of  the  order  by  which 
things  tend  to  their  end,  they  consequently  denied  the 
execution  of  such  an  order.  With  the  ancient  philoso 
phers,  who  deny  the  existence  of  Divine  Providence,  are 
allied  all  the  atheists,  and  some  modern  scientists  who 
do  not  openly  and  directly  deny  the  order  of  God's 
providence,  yet  such  a  denial  follows  from  the  principles 
they  advance:  among  these  are  the  Cosinists  and  the 
Comtists. 

He,  who  denies  the  order  of  Divine  Providence,  must 
admit  that  he  exists,  and  also  that  other  things  exist 
besides  himself.  If  he  deny  or  doubt  the  order  of  exist 
ence,  he  falls  into  Pyrrhonism  or  universal  skepticism: 
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but  he  knows  or  is  certain  that  he  doubts  or  denies  all 
existences,  for  no  one  can  deny  or  doubt,  unless  he  is 
certain  that  he  denies  or  doubts:  but  the  motives  of 
certitude  of  the  existence  of  things,  to  say  the  least,  are 
as  strong  as  his  motives  of  knowing  that  he  doubts  or 
denies  all  existences;  there  can  be,  then,  no  universal 
skepticism;  the  skeptic  must,  therefore  according  to  his 
own  principle,  or  according  to  his  own  affirmation  that 
he  is  certain  that  he  doubts,  admit  the  existence  of 
creatures.  There  can  be  no  existence  without  essence, 
for  every  existence  is  a  reality,  and  there  can  be  no 
reality  without  essence.  Every  existence  or  creature, 
must  be  essentially  finished  or  completed;  but  the 
natural  goodness  of  things  consists  in  their  existence,  in 
the  harmony  between  the  attributes  constituting  their 
essences.  There  is  therefore  created  goodness  in  all 
existences  or  created  things;  but  as  the  created  is  an 
effect,  God,  the  Creator  of  all  things,  created  the  good 
ness  in  existences. 

Besides  the  created  goodness  in  things,  there  is  also 
in  creatures  the  goodness  of  order,  also  created  by  God, 
for  the  goodness  of  order  is  also  an  effect.  Every  exist 
ence  must  have  an  end,  for  God  is  an  intelligent  Agent 
or  Creator:  He  must  therefore  create  for  some  end;  but 
as  God  created  existences  or  creatures  for  an  end,  there 
must  be  an  order  or  a  disposition  of  means,  to  enable 
them  to  tend  to  their  end. 

The  tree  receives  its  means  of  subsistence  from  the 
earth  whose  moisture  passes  through  its  pores,  and 
enables  it  to  sustain  life  and  fructify.  As  existences  or 
creatures  are  of  different  orders,  there  must  be  different 
modes  of  existence,  and  also  different  sorts  of  means  by 
which  each  creature  exists.  We  can  easily  observe  that 
each  and  every  creature  in  the  universe  is  provided  with 
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means  of  subsistence;  thus  every  animal  has  its  own 
peculiar  instincts  by  which  it  knows  and  seeks  the  food 
required  to  sustain  its  life,  propagate  its  species  and 
rear  its  offspring.  Though  some  animals  or  insects 
appear  very  insignificant,  such  as  the  worm,  which 
creeps  on  the  earth,  the  fly  and  gnat,  which  are  even 
troublesome,  and  appear  despicable:  yet  there  is  pro 
vision  made  even  for  them,  or  there  is  an  order  by 
which  they  subsist,  and  an  order  by  which  they  attain 
their  end,  as  can  be  known  by  daily  observation  and 
experience:  and  evidently  no  one  can  deny  this  unless 
he  has  lost  his  reason. 

Moreover,  in  a  well  regulated  government,  we  find 
order  and  morality  observed,. and  order  by  which  virtue  is 
guarded,  the  life  and  property  of  its  subjects  or  citizens 
protected;  but  there  can  be  no  order  without  laws,  no 
laws  without  legislators,  or  a  legislator,  no  legislators 
without  a  supreme  authority,  because  a  government 
must  be  an  organization  and  must  therefore  be  one,  or 
someone,  invested  with  legitimate  power,  must  be  at 
the  head  of  it.  Now,  as  the  order,  and  consequently 
the  laws  by  which  order  is  constituted,  must  emanate 
from  the  supreme  authority,  the  reason,  principle,  or 
order  produced,  must  be  in  the  mind  of  the  supreme 
authority,  for  order  is  an  effect,  otherwise  there  would 
be  an  effect  without  a  cause,  which  is  absurd.  But  as 
there  are  many  different  forms  of  governments,  and  as 
it  is  necessary  for  the  supreme  authority  of  each  of 
these  governments  to  have  a  plan  of  the  order  of  the 
government  in  his  mind:  and  as  it  is  also  necessary  that 
the  plan  be  carried  into  effect  by  means  of  laws  and  per 
sons  deputed  to  see  that  the  laws  are  observed;  it  is 
therefore  much  more  necessary  that  God,  the  Creator, 
Legislator  and  Governor  of  the  universe,  has  in  His 
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mind  the  reason,  principle  or  plan  of  the  order  by  which 
He  governs  the  universe.  In  the  universe  we  observe 
an  admirable  order  and  consequently  the  laws,  at  least 
some  of  them,  by  which  it  is  governed:  thus  air  is  gov 
erned  by  its  peculiar  laws:  so  are  light  and  heat,  as  are 
also  the  waters  distributed  in  different  parts  of  the  uni 
verse  or  world.  Billows,  like  huge  mountains,  rise  on 
the  face  of  the  deep:  they  sweep  everything  before  them 
and  threaten  to  carry  destruction  on  the  land  far  and 
wide,  yet  they  are  subject  to  certain  laws  which  restrain 
them  and  mitigate  their  fury.  We  admire  an  accurate 
instrument  which  points  out  the  minutes  and  hours  of 
the  day;  but  in  the  heavens  we  behold  vast  planets  mov 
ing  with  the  greatest  accuracy  and  regularity  through 
the  wide  field  of  space:  and  in  fine,  we  find  a  most 
accurate  and  regular  order  throughout  the  universe. 
But  this  order  an  effect  and  is  therefore  created  by  God: 
the  reason  or  principle  of  it  is  therefore  in  the  Divine 
Mind  from  eternity.  Hence  Billuart,  according  to  St. 
Thomas,  defines  Divine  Providence  thus:  " Ratio 
ordmis  re  rum  in  fine  m  in  Mente  Divina  existenc." 

"The  reason  or  principle  existing  in  the  Divine 
Mind,  of  the  order  of  things,  which  (order)  directs  them 
to  their  end." 

There  is  not  only  a  general,  but  also  a  particular 
provision  made  by  God  for  each  and  every  creature, 
for,  as  we  have  seen,  He  has  not  only  made  provision 
for  the  nobler  class  of  creatures,  such  as  man,  but  also 
for  the  most  insignificant  and  despicable  in  our  eyes, 
such  as  worms,  flies  and  gnats.  The  means  of  subsist 
ence  are  created  by  Him  for  them  as  well  as  for  other 
creatures  in  the  higher  orders  of  existence;  and  they 
have  also  the  means  required  for  the  attainment  of  their 
ultimate  end;  there  is  therefore  a  particular  providence 
for  every  individual  creature. 
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I  will  put  the  argument,  in  relation  to  Divine  Provi 
dence,  in  a  short  and  simple  form;  it  is  in  substance 
the  argument  of  Father  Rothenflue: 

God  is  a  Being  of  infinite  intelligence:  an  infin 
itely  intelligent  Being  must  create  for  an  end;  but 
he,  who  wishes  the  end,  must  necessarily  wish  the  ade 
quate  means  for  the  attainment  of  the  end.  Means  are 
inadequate,  or  are  no  means,  unless  they  are  so  dis 
posed  that  the  end  intended  can  be  attained.  There  is 
and  can  be  no  created  being  or  creature,  however  small 
and  insignificant  it  may  appear,  which  God  has  not  cre 
ated  for  some  end,  as  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  it 
has  been  created  by  Him,  Who  is  a  Being  of  infinite 
intelligence;  and  Who  cannot,  therefore,  act  blindly. 
He  must,  then,  have  created  for  some  end;  therefore 
every  created  being  or  creature  is  directed  by  God  to  an 
end;  but  Divine  Providence  consists  in  disposing  the 
means  for  the  attainment  of  the  end  intended;  there  is 
therefore  a  providence  in  God,  or  He  directs  all  His 
creatures  to  the  end  for  which  He  created  them. 

If  there  were  no  Divine  providence,  or  if  God  had 
not  made  proper  provision  for  His  creatures,  it  would 
be  either  because  He  is  not  able  or  because  He  does  not 
will  to  do  so,  or  because  He  does  not  know  how. 
Nothing  of  the  sort  can  be  alleged,  for  God  is  omnipo 
tent,  and  can  therefore  do  all  possible  things;  He  is 
omnicient,  and  a  Being  of  infinite  wisdom;  therefore 
knows  the  adequate  means  required  for  the  end  he  pro 
poses  in  acting;  He  then,  knows  the  means  by  which 
creatures  are  directed  to  their  end.  He  cannot  be 
unwilling,  nor  can  it  be  said  that  it  does  not  become 
Him  to  provide  for  His  creatures  so  as  to  enable  them 
to  attain  the  end  of  their  creation,  because  it  was  befit 
ting  His  infinite  wisdom,  power  and  goodness  to  create 
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them.  It  cannot,  then,  be  less  befitting  His  power, 
wisdom  and  goodness  to  provide  for  them  the  means 
to  attain  their  end;  therefore,  since  God  created  all 
existences  or  creatures,  and  wills  their  existence,  He 
must  sustain,  uphold  them  by  His  creative  act,  there 
must  then- be  a  Divine  Providence  which  rules  and  directs 
all  things  to  the  end  intended  by  the  Creator. 


CHAPTER  FIFTEENTH. 

PANTHEISM. 

PANTHEISM  is  an  enemy  not  less  dangerous  to 
society  and  to  the  happiness  of  man  than  atheism. 
We  must  not  suppose  that  the  errors  of  pantheism  are 
only  found  in  books,  for  many  espouse  its  pernicious 
and  revolting  doctrines:  our  modern  literature  is  tinged 
with  it,  though  perhaps  not  openly,  not  exhibiting  it  in 
its  naked  and  horrible  form.  If  it  were  presented  in  its 
real  character,  it  would  be  shunned  and  abhorred  by  all; 
hence  it  is  clothed  in  the  garb  of  science  to  delude  those 
who  are  not  on  their  guard.  An  enemy  like  this  can 
not  be  pursued  with  pleasure:  but  it  is  necessary  to 
know  those  whose  teachings  are  subversive  of  order,  of 
society,  and  which  destroy  the  happiness  of  man.  Our 
limits  do  not  permit  us  to  treat  this  subject  in  detail; 
we  can  only  give  a  summary  view  of  it,  and  only  a  few 
leading  arguments  generally  adduced  to  refute  it.  Pan 
theism,  according  to  its  etymological  signification, 
means  that  all  things  are  God,  and  besides  God  there  is 
nothing.  It  is  divided  into  different  systems.  Accord 
ing  to  the  system  called  "per  modum  emanentionis  trans- 
cimtis"  matter  and  all  things,  which  fall  under  the 
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senses,  emanate  from  the  substance  of  God,  just  like  the 
web  coming  from  the  spider.  This  system  is  very 
ancient,  for  we  find  it  in  the  remotest  times  in  India. 
It  maintains  that  Brahma  alone  exists;  whatever  is  not 
Brahma  is  an  illusion;  Brahma  is  an  infinite  and  abso 
lute  being;  and  therefore  if  anything  finite  exists  it  is 
produced  by  him:  but  it  cannot  be  produced  by  him 
without  having  limits,  which  is  repugnant  to  the  infinite 
essence  of  Brahma:  therefore  all  things  are  Brahma. 

Among  the  Greeks,  the  Ionic  philosophers  united 
pantheism  with  fatalism:  they  taught  that  matter  was 
identified  with  an  intelligent  principle  giving  it  life  and 
animating  it  as  one  whole,  nearly  in  the  same  way  as 
the  soul,  united  with  the  body,  forms  and  animates  man. 
The  system  of  the  Greek-Italian  philosophers  is,  that 
everything  finite  and  material  is  absurd — a  contradic 
tion.  They  denied  every  objective  reality,  and  main 
tained  that  whatever  exists  must  exist  by  the  necessity 
of  its  nature,  and  therefore  from  eternity. 

Among  the  modern  pantheists,  Scotus  Erigenus 
holds  a  prominent  place.  Neo-Platonism  combined 
with  eastern  thought  seems  to  indicate  the  direction  of 
his  philosophy.  He  begins  with  absolute  unity  as  the 
origin  and  essence  of  all  things:  and  endeavors,  in 'his 
"De  Divisione  Nature.''  to  explain  how  this  radical 
unity,  or  the  Deity,  has  produced  the  universe  of  multi 
plicity  with  which  He  is  emphatically  identical.  He 
says:  "If  the  knowledge  of  all  things  is  the  reality  of 
all  things,  this  cause  (the  Deity),  which  knows  all,  is  all. 

Everything  is  God:  God  is  everything:  God  is  the 

only  real  substance  of  existence.''  The  pantheism  of 
Scotus  Erigenus  reappeared  towards  the  end  of  the 
twelfth  century  in  the  speculations  of  Amowry  de 
Chartres.  and  modified  by  his  disciple  David  Didant. 
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who  was  a  material  pantheist.  Gordano  Bruno  has 
another  prominent  record  in  the  history  of  pantheism  as 
the  precursor  of  Benedict  Spinoza.  Bruno's  system  is 
that  God  is  the  Infinite  Intelligence,  the  principle  and 
essence  of  all  things,  that  He  did  not  create  the 
universe,  though  He  caused  it;  He  simply  actuated  it 
with  vital  powers,  for  He  is  the  universe,  although 
not  limited  by  it;  He  is  self-existent,  absolute  and 
simple;  the  universe  is  infinite,  eternal  and  imperishable; 
that  there  is  no  distinction  between  good  and  evil, 
beauty  and  deformity;  all  are  essentially  good,  proceed 
ing  as  they  do  from  good,  and  intended,  as  they  are,  for 
the  best;  that  such  distinctions  are  therefore  merely 
relative  and  illusive;  they  are  not  absolute  and  real. 

Benedict  Spinoza  was  born  in  Amsterdam,  A.  D. 
1632,  and  comes  next  as  the  great  advocate  of  panthe 
ism;  in  fact,  he  may  be  called  the  patriarch  of  modern 
pantheism.  According  to  his  system,  the  Divinity  is 
nothing  more  than  the  soul  of  the  universe,  which  thinks 
in  men,  feels  in  animals,  vegetates  in  plants  and  dwells 
in  an  inanimated  state  in  the  bosom  of  the  earth;  that 
thus  there  is  but  one  substance  variously  modified, 
infinite  in  all  respects;  since  God  necessarily  acts  from 
all  eternity;  the  existence  of  being  is  therefore  necessary 
and  eternal;  that  all  religion  and  revelation  are  human 
inventions. 

It  is  useless  to  trace  pantheism  any  further,  for  all 
the  subsequent  systems  are  embodied  in  one  form  or 
other  in  those  already  given.  Though  we  have  seen 
that  there  are  different  forms  of  pantheism,  neverthe 
less  it  appears  to  us  not  to  be  necessary  to  follow  it 
through  all  its  windings  in  order  to  refute  it,  as  its  main 
error  consists  in  denying  all  substances  except  the  sub 
stance  of  God,  and  in  asserting  that  all  substances  are 
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only  modifications  of  the  Divine  substance  in  whatever 
form  it  is  presented.  We  have  only  to  show  that  God 
is  not  the  substance  of  the  universe,  that  all  existences 
are  distinct  from  Him,  and  that  each  existence  has  its 
own  substance  and  essence.  Before  proceeding  farther, 
we  must  have  an  idea  of  substance  as  clear  as  possible, 
for  it  forms  the  ground  on  which  the  battle  is  to  be 
fought.  As  pantheism,  .under  its  different  forms,  has 
been  brought  on  the  stage,  I  hope  the  reader  will  have 
the  kindness  to  read  the  arguments  adduced  to  refute  it. 
The  arguments  may  appear  unattractive  and  insipid;  but 
we  cannot  let  the  enemy  escape;  he  must  be  defeated  on 
his  own  chosen  ground;  and  that  can  only  be  done  by 
using  the  proper  weapons. 

Substance  in  general  may  be  defined  to  be  that  which 
exists  by  itself;  it  does  not  need  the  aid  of  any  other 
substance  for  its  existence.  But  we  must  bear  in  mind 
that  all  created  substances,  though  really  distinct  from 
the  absolute  or  Divine  substance,  which  exists  by  the 
necessity  of  its  nature,  depend  on  the  creative  act  of  the 
absolute  substance.  There  is  more  required  for  our 
purpose  than  the  short  definitions  generally  given  in  our 
short  manuals  of  philosophy. 

Balmes,  speaking  of  finite  or  created  substances, 
says:  "The  word  substance,  substantia,  implies  some 
thing  which  is  under,  sub  stat,  which  is  the  subject  on 
which  other  things  are  placed;  just  as  its  correlative 
accident  or  modification  expresses  what  happens  to  the 
subject,  accidit,  something  which  modifies  it,  which  is  in 
it  as  a  mode  of  being,  modus.  By  substance  we  seem  to 
understand  something  constant  in  the  midst  of  variation, 
something  which,  although  it  is  in  various  ways  suc 
cessive,  according  to  the  variety  of  modifications  which 
affect  it,  remains  constant  and  identical  under  different 


102 


MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 


transformations.  When  we  say  that  the  substance  has 
received  any  new  modification,  although  we  understand 
by  this  that  the  substance  is  in  a  new  mode,  we  do  not 
mean  that  it  is  different  in  itself,  that  it  has  lost  its 
internal  primature  being,  and  has  taken  a  new  being; 
but  we  only  consider  this  change  as  external,  and  as 
leaving  untouched  a  certain  base,  which  is  what  we  call 
substance.  If  it  were  not  so,  if  we  did  not  conceive 
something  constant  and  identical  under  modifications, 
we  could  not  distinguish  substance  from  its  modifica 
tions.  The  modification  passes  from  not  being  to 
being,  and  from  being  to  not  being;  now  it  is,  and  now 
it  resigns- its  post  to  another  and  very  different  modifica 
tion.  But  the  substance  is  the  same  under  different 
modifications;  it  does  not  pass  from  not  being  to  being 
with  the. -succession  of  its  modifications.  From  the 
moment  that  we  attribute  to  substance  the  instability 
belonging  to  its  modifications,  it  ceases  to  be  disting 
uishable  from  them.  Ordinary  language  confirms  this 
truth.  When  there  is  a  variation  of  modifications  we 
say  that  the  substance  is  changed,  that  is,  we  conceive 
something  which  existed  before  the  change,  and  exists 
after  it.  We  say  that  modification  has  entirely  disap 
peared;  we  do  not  say  this  of  the  substance,  but  only 
that  it  is,  or  is  presented  to  us  in  a  different  manner. 
\Ve  therefore  conceive  something  which  remains  con 
stant  and  identical  under  different  modifications:  the 
subject,  in  which  these  changes  occur,  this  something 
which  does  not  disappear  with  the  disappearance  of  the 
modifications,  which  is  not  changed  internally  with 
these  changes,  we  call  substance,  substantia,  substratum."' 
In  another ^place  he  gives  an  illustration  of  the  pre 
ceding:  ''Let  us  take  a  piece  of  wax,  and  without 
letting  it  go  out  of  our  hand:  paint  it  different  colors 
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successively,  subject  it  to  different  degrees  of  tempera 
tures,  softening  it  by  wanning,  and  then  cooling  it;  let 
us  give  it  different  forms,  of  a  globe,  cylinder,  a  paral- 
lelopipedon,  a  table,  a  vase,  or  a  statue;  do  all  these 
take  place  in  the  same  thing?  Yes.  Is  this  thing  not  a 
color,  or  a  figure,  or  a  degree  of  temperature?  No; 
because  all  these  qualities  were  and  ceased  to  be  while 
the  thing  remained  the  same.  How  do  I  know  that  the 
thing  remained  the  same?  Because  there  was  conti 
nuity  of  sensation  in  the  eye  fixed  upon  the  object;  in  the 
touch  which,  although  it  felt  the  modifications  of  warm 
and  cold,  hard  and  soft,  experienced  also  an  uninter 
rupted  sensation  of  an  object,  which  remained  in  hand, 
and  the  weight  of  which  was  constantly  felt.  Therefore 
there  is  something  there  which  is  not  modifications,  but 
is  that  which  is  modified,  something  common  to  them 
all,  which  receives  and  connects  them  outside  of  me  and 
within  me.  Examining  one  conception  of  this  per 
manent  something,  we  find,  that  after  abstracting  its 
qualities,  we  have: 

1.  The  idea  of  being.      We  say  the  thing,  the  some 
thing,   the  subject,  etc. :   we  therefore  speak  of  a  being, 
of   a   quality.       \Yithout    reality   there   is   nothing:    and 
nothing  can  not  be   the   subject  of  modifications,  or  the 
link  connecting  impressions. 

2.  The   idea  of    being,   which    we  here    find,    is    not 
pure,    it    is    not    being    alone.      The    qualities  exist,    are 
being,    and    still   we    do    not    confound    them    with    the 
subject. 

3.  That  which  accompanies  the  idea  of  being  is   per 
manent  amidst  successions,  and  the  relation  of  this  per 
manence  is  the  point  of  connection,  the  immovable  cen 
tre   in  the   midst  of   succession.      If,    therefore,  we  wish 
to  define  substance,  we   could  only  say   that   it  is  a    per- 
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manent  being  in  which  occur  the  changes  which  are 
presented  to  us  in  the  sensible  phenomina. "  ( i) 

Besides  having  an  idea  of  material  substance,  we 
should  also  have  some  conception  of  the  substance  of 
the  soul  which  is  spiritual.  Though  the  simplicity  and 
spirituality  of  the  soul  will  be  treated  in  separate 
chapters,  it  is  nevertheless  not  out  of  place  to  intro 
duce  the  substantiality  of  the  soul  here,  as  it  is  needed 
to  make  out  our  proofs  against  pantheism.  In  relation 
to  the  subject  Balmes  says:  "The  proposition  /  think 
can  have  no  sense  unless  we  admit  that  the  soul  is  a 
substance.  Philosophy  loses  its  resting  point,  and  that 
experience  within  us  is  a  series  of  unconnected  phe 
nomena  incapable  of  being  observed  or  subject  to  any 
rule.  My  present  thought  is  not  identical  with  my 
thought  of  yesterday,  as  my  thought  of  tomorrow  will 
not  be  my  thought  of  today.  These  thoughts,  consid 
ered  in  themselves  and  abstracted  from  a  subject  in 
which  they  are  found,  have  no  connection  with  one 
another,  or  even  contradictory;  perhaps  the  thought  of 
today  is  the  denial  of  the  thought  of  yesterday. 

The  same  is  true  of  all  thoughts,  all  acts  of  the  will, 
of  all  sentiments,  imaginary  representations  and  sensa 
tions,  and,  in  general,  of  all  that  I  experience  within 
myself.  Turning  my  attention  to  all  internal  affections 
whatever  they  may  be,  I  see  in  them  only  a  series  phe 
nomena,  a  sort  of  current  existences  passing  away  and 
disappearing,  some  never  to  return,  others  to  reappear 
at  a  different  time,  expressly  presenting  this  difference. 
The  reappearance  is  not  individual  but  similar.  The 
affection,  which  is  repeated,  is  not  the  same,  but  another 
resembling  it.  When  the  affection  returns  I  am  con- 
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scions  of  its  presence  at  the  time,  and  conscious  of  its 
presence  at  a  previous  time;  the  double  consciousness 
constitutes  recollection,  and  makes  me  distinguish 
between  the  two  affections,  and  necessarily  implies  the 
judgment  that  the  one  is  not  the  other.  There  could 
be  no  recollection  if  the  affections  recalling  were  identi 
fied  with  the  affections  recalled.  A  thing  presents  itself 
but  does  not  recall  itself.  Therefore  everything  passes 
away  within  us  never  to  return,  the  disappearance  is 
real,  the  reappearance  but  apparent;  that  which  ceases 
to  be  can  never  return  to  us  again;  there  may  be  a  sim 
ilar  being,  but  not  the  same;  that  which  was  is  past  and 
does  not  retrace  its  steps.  Therefore,  the  series  of 
internal  phenomena,  considered  in  themselves  and 
abstracted  from  the  subject  in  which  they  reside,  are 
necessarily  unconnected,  and  there  is  no  way  of  sub 
ordinating  the  term  of  the  series  to  any  law,  or  connect 
ing  link. 

Still  this  law  exists  in  all  our  intellectual  act;  reason 
without  laws  which  govern  it,  would  be  the  greatest  of 
absurdities;  this  link  is  found  in  all  our  affections. 
That  they  pass  from  us  with  their  distinction  and  differ 
ence  and  semblance  is  a  fact  of  our  mind  to  which  we 
are  subject,  as  to  a  primitive  and  inevitable  condition  of 
our  existence.  The  proposition,  /  think,  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  word  think  includes  all  internal  affections, 
does  not  relate  to  isolated  phenomena  alone,  but  neces 
sarily  implies  a  point  which  we  call  me  in  which  these 
phenomena  are  connected.  If  this  point  does  not  exist, 
if  it  is  not  one  and  identical,  the  thought  of  today  can 
have  no  connection  with  the  thought  of  yesterday;  they 
are  two  distinct  things  at  different  times,  and  perhaps 
contradictory;  when  I  say  today,  /  think,  and  mean 
that  /  is  the  same  as  in  the  proposition,  /  thought  yes- 
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terday,  my  language  would  be  absurd:  if  they  are  mere 
phenomena,  two  thoughts  without  any  connecting  link, 
the  me  is  nothing,  I  cannot  say  /  thought  I  tliink;  but  I 
must  say  there  was  thought,  there  is  thought.  If,  then. 
you  ask  me,  where?  in  whom?  I  must  reply,  that  there 
is  no  where,  no  who\  I  must  deny  the  supposition,  and 
confine  myself  to  repeating,  there  was  thought  there  is- 
thought; 

To  say  me  it  is  necessary  to  suppose  a  permanent 
reality,  because  that  which  is  not  real  is  nothing:  per 
manent,  because  that  which  passes  disappears,  ceases 
to  be  and  cannot  serve  as  the  point  to  unite  other 
things,  (i) 

Having  seen  that  created  substance  is  something 
permanent  amidst  various  changes  or  accidents  of  which 
it  is  the  subject,  we  will  now7  consider  whether  there  is 
only  one  or  many  distinct  substances;  if  many,  then  the 
teaching  of  pantheism  has  no  foundation:  it,  then, 
assumes  false  data  on  which  it  builds  its  absurd  systems. 
Substance  is  something  that  exists:  it  is  a  reality:  but 
every  reality  must  have  that  which  makes  it  what  it  is. 
and  cannot  suffer  it  to  be  otherwise.  That  which  makes, 
a  thing  what  it  is,  is  its  essence:  but  it  is  evident  that 
there  are  as  many  distinct  substances  as  essences;  thus, 
the  essence  of  a  stone  makes  it  a  stone,  and  does  not 
suffer  it  to  be  anything  else:  but  what  makes  a  stone 
does  not  make  a  man  what  he  is:  a  man  and  a  stone  are 
therefore  distinct  essences  and  substances.  We  have 
already  seen  that  amid  the  various  vicissitudes  or  acci 
dents  of  the  mind,  there  is  something  permanent  or  a 
substance.  A  man  has  consciousness,  a  sphere  of 
activity  in  his  soul;  he  knows  that  he  exists,  thinks  and 


(i)  Fundamental  Philosophy,  on  substance. 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  1 07 

acts,  that  he  is  conscious  that  his  consciousness,  his 
thoughts  and  acts  are  his  own,  that  they  belong  to  no 
one  else.  His  consciousness  is  something  permanent 
without  which  the  mind  could  not  exist:  it  is  therefore 
essential  to  it;  but  as  consciousness  is  essential  to  the 
soul,  there  must,  then,  be  as  many  minds  as  there  are 
distinct  consciousnesses:  and  as  the  soul  is  something 
permanent,  and  must  have  essence,  there  must,  then, 
be  as  many  distinct  essences  and  substances  as  minds 
or  souls. 

But  if,  according  to  pantheism,  there  is  only  one 
substance,  the  absolute  or  God,  then,  all  things  in  the 
universe  are  so  many  modifications  of  that  substance, 
and  must  adhere  to  it  as  to  their  subject.  But  we  find 
many  things  opposed  to  each  other  and  contradictory  to 
each  other;  for  instance,  at  one  and  the  same  time  one 
man  is  lame  and  another  is  not  lame;  one  is  blind,, 
another  is  not  blind:  one  is  deaf,  another  is  not  deaf: 
one  is  in  perfect  health,  another  is  sick,  etc.  If  all 
things  were  modifications  of  the  absolute  substance,  or 
of  God, 'as  pantheism  teaches,  then  God  would  be  lame 
and  not  lame,  deaf  and  not  deaf:  He  wrould  have  perfect 
health  and  would  be  sick;  He  would  contradict  himself: 
that  would  destroy  His  existence.  But  the  pantheists 
say  that  there  can  be  various  modifications  in  one  and 
the  same  man:  that  he  may  have  pain  in  his  head,  and 
his  breast  may  be  free  from  disease,  that  he  can  hold 
one  of  his  arms  up  and  put  the  other  one  down;  and 
therefore  there  can  be  contradictory  modifications  in  the 
Divine  substance.  His  parity  is  false,  for  a  man  is  an 
aggregate  of  many  substances.  Every  one  knows  that 
the  soul  is  not  the  body,  and  that  the  body  is  composed 
of  many  parts.  Though  there  may  be  various  substances 
physically  united,  nevertheless  each  one  can  only  have 
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its  own  modification^,  although  they  may  be  contrary  to 
the  modifications  of  the  others;  but  to  suppose  that  one 
and  the  same  substance  can  have  contradictory  or  con 
trary  modifications  at  the  same  time  is  absurd.  I  speak 
here  of  created  substance,  for  the  Divine  substance  is 
immutable.  Pantheism  destroys  the  simplicity  of  God, 
for  as  He  is  a  most  pure  act,  He  cannot  therefore  be 
composed  of  parts.  As  the  pantheist  holds  that  the 
universe  is  a  modification  of  the  Divine  substance,  he 
must  hold  that  God  is  material,  for  to  say  that  an  imma 
terial  substance  can  have  material  modifications  or  acci 
dents  is  the  height  of  absurdity. 

It  is  certain  that  every  corporal  substance,  whatever 
may  be  the  nature  of  its  elements,  is  composed  of  dis 
tinct  parts;  each  part  must  have  dimensions;  all  the 
parts,  taken  collectively,  must  have  dimensions.  What 
ever  has  dimensions  'is  finite;  but  as  each  part  has 
dimensions,  so  also  all  the  parts  in  the  aggregate  must 
have  dimensions,  and  must  therefore  be  finite;  from 
finites  we  can  only  have  finites.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
each  part  is  infinite,  for  the  infinite  means  that  which 
has  neither  a  beginning  nor  and  end;  nothing  can  be 
conceived  greater  and  better  than  it;  but  if  each  part  is 
infinite,  then  we  have  an  infinite  number  of  parts  which 
is  a  contradiction;  therefore  God  is  not  composed  of 
parts,  but  a  simple  substance;  and  hence  matter  cannot 
be  modifications  of  His  substance,  but  must  be  entirely 
distinct  from  it. 

We  have  already  seen  that  not  only  matter  is  subject 
to  change,  but  also  that  the  mind  undergoes  various 
vicissitudes;  it  has  at  different  times  affections,  some  of 
which  are  contrary  to  the  former  affections;  thus  the 
modifications  come  and  go;  others  take  their  place;  but 
all  this  can  only  take  place  in  a  finite  substance.  The 
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infinite  cannot  be  subject  to  such  vicissitudes,  because 
it  must  be  infinite  in  all  its  perfections,  for  it  must  have 
the  plentitude  of  its  being.  What  is  in  the  Divine 
Being  is  Divine  Being;  nothing  can  be  added  to  the 
infinite,  nor  can  anything  be  taken  from  it;  all  which 
pantheism  destroys  by  making  the  universe  modifica 
tions  of  the  Divine  substance. 

Besides  what  has  been  said,  there  are  still  more  hor 
rible  consequences  which  flow  from  the  teachings  of 
pantheism.  It  denies  the  substance  of  the  soul,  and 
makes  it  and  all  human  actions  modifications  of  the 
Divine  substance.  At  one  and  the  same  time  one  man 
affirms,  and  another  denies  what  is  affirmed;  one  loves  a 
certain  object,  another  hates  and  detests  it;  thus  pan 
theism  places  contradictions  in  God.  It  moreover  does 
not  stop  here;  it  makes  all  the  acts  of  men,  such  as 
murder,  robbery,  hatred,  in  fine,  all  the  crimes,  which 
men  commit,  modifications  of  the  Divine  substance: 
thus  it  takes  away  the  attributes  of  God's  justice, 
mercy,  goodness,  in  fine,  every  attribute.  Atheism 
under  another  form,  it  destroys  law,  order  and  society. 
It  rose  from  the  bottomless  pit  of  hell,  impregnates  the 
air  with  its  deadly  poison  and  strives  to  insinuate  its 
horrible  doctrines  into  the  hearts  of  men  until  it  will  be 
banished  to  hell,  its  proper  place. 
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CHAPTER      SIXTEENTH. 

THE  SIMPLICITY  OF  THE  SOUL. 

WE  have  had  a  brief  and  cusory  view  of  some  of 
the  principal  reasons  or  proofs  generally 
advanced  to  prove  the  existence  of  God,  and  also  a 
short  explanation  of  some  of  His  attributes.  God  and 
His  perfections  must,  indeed,  be  a  subject  of  deep  inter 
est  to  the  philosopher,  the  lover  of  wisdom:  and  it  has 
engaged  the  attention  of  the  greatest  minds  in  ancient 
and  modern  times.  Plato  has  advanced  many  reasons 
to  show  the  existence  of  a  Supreme  Being.  Though 
his  conceptions  of  God  are  incorrect,  for  he  teaches 
that  matter  is  eternal;  and  in  creating,  God  simply 
impressed  the  idea,  subsisting  in  His  mind,  on  the  pre 
existing  matter  as  the  seal  upon  the  wax,  and  this  too 
whether  we  speak  of  the  production  of  the  soul  or  of 
the  body,  which,  on  the  one  hand,  asserts  the  Pytha- 
gorian  dualism,  and  on  the  other,  denies  the  substan 
tiality  of  existence,  since  the  impressions  made  by  the 
seal  have  no  existence  in  the  seal,  and  no  substantive 
existence  in  the  wax  distinct  from  the  wax  itself;  which 
involves  a  double  pantheism,  the  one  spiritual,  and  the 
other  material. 

Aristotle  is  perhaps  more  happy  in  proving  the 
existence  of  God;  among  other  arguments,  he  uses  the 
argument  of  mover  and  motion,  and  shows  that  there 
can  be  no  motion  unless  there  is  a  first  mover,  a  most 
pure  act,  or  a  Supreme  Being,  but  from  the  nature  of 
that  Being,  he  demonstrates  some  of  the  Divine  attri 
butes.  I  might  refer  the  reader  to  many  other  pagan 
philosophers,  but  I  pass  them  by  for  the  sake  of  brevity. 
Modern  theodocists  have  written  extensively  on  the 
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subject:  among  them  St.  Thomas  is  in  the  front  rank; 
and  is  followed  by  Suarez.  Billuart,  Silvias  and  a  host 
of  others  of  eminent  talents  and  profound  learning. 
Although  many  philosophers  have  passed  hours,  days 
and  even  years  in  meditating  on  the  existence  of  God: 
though  they  have  made  the  most  profound  reflections 
on  the  infinite  power,  immensity,  wisdom  and  goodness 
of  God:  in  fine  on  all  His  other  attributes  in  relation  to 
man  and  his  destiny,  what  advantage  have  they  gained 
from  their  studies  and  toils  of  years?  The  question, 
then,  naturally  presents  itself  to  be  considered:  What 
is  man,  and  what  is  his  destiny?  What  end  had  God  in 
view  in  creating  him? 

The  destiny  the  atheist  assigns  to  man,  is  that  his 
soul  dies  with  the  body:  but  as  death  is  a  separation  of 
parts  it  can  only  affect  compound  or  material  substances; 
the  atheist  must,  then,  be  ranked  with  the  materialist 
who  teaches  that  the  soul  is  composed  of  parts,  and 
therefore  material. 

Some  ancient,  as  well  as  some  modern  philosophers 
do  not  admit  the  immateriality  or  simplicity  of  the 
human  soul.  Among  the  ancients,  Epicurus  maintained 
that  the  soul  of  man  is  a  most  subtile  or  refined  body, 
gifted  with  the  most  active  motion,  such  as  the  motion 
of  air  or  fire,  or  it  is  most  pure  blood,  or  is  composed 
in  a  sublime  mode  of  the  four  elements.  Aristotle 
thought  that  the  human  soul  could  not  have  been  con 
stituted  or  formed  from  the  four  elements,  for,  accord 
ing  to  his  opinion,  they  are  too  dense:  he  therefore 
maintained  that  there  is  a  fifth  element  far  more  subtile 
and  refined,  which  he  called  the  quintessence  or  com 
plement  and  perfection  of  matter,  and  from  this  the 
soul  is  formed  or  constituted.  Spinosa.  the  father  of 
modern  pantheism,  not  only  maintained  that  the  soul  is 
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a  modification  of  the  body,  but  he  also  attributed 
thought  to  the  body.  Lock  admitted  the  immateriality 
of  the  soul,  but  maintained  that  reason  cannot  prove  it, 
that  it  can  only  be  known  from  revelation;  and  he  fur 
thermore  held  that  God  can  give  the  power  of  thinking 
to  matter.  Helvetius  rehashed  the  fictitious  teachings 
of  the  ancient  and  modern  materialists;  and  nearly  the 
same  can  be  said  of  La  Mettrie,  who  besides  held  that 
thought  is  only  a  modification  of  the  innermost  part  of 
the  brains. 

Though  we  find  the  doctrine  of  materialism  among 
the  ancients,  they  nevertheless  believed  that  the  soul  is 
imperishable.  Not  only  Plato  and  Aristotle  believed  in 
the  immortality  of  the  soul,  but  the  doctrine  is  further 
evident  from  the  fact,  that  both  Greeks  and  Romans 
had  their  Elysium,  where  the  souls  enjoyed  all  kinds  of 
happiness.  They  had  also  their  tartarus,  where  the 
souls  of  the  wicked  suffered  eternal  punishment.  The 
doctrine,  then,  that  the  soul  perishes  with  the  body 
belongs  to  the  modern  materialists.  All  that  is  required 
to  refute  them,  is  to  show  that  the  soul  is  a  simple  and 
spiritual  substance.  We  have  already  seen  that  a 
created  substance  is  something  permanent  amidst  varia 
tions,  that  it  does  not  depend  on  any  other  created  sub 
stance  for  its  existence;  and  we  have  also  seen  that  the 
soul  is  a  substance.  Every  substance  must  have  certain 
accidents  and  attributes,  adhering  to  it,  without  which 
it  cannot  exist.  A  circle  must  have  roundness,  a  square 
four  sides  and  four  angles;  without  such  accidents  a 
square  and  a  circle  cannot  exist.  As  the  soul  is  a  sub 
stance,  it  must  have  accidents  and  attributes  which  flow 
from  its  essence;  the  attributes,  or  powers  of  the  soul, 
are  memory,  will  and  understanding;  without  which  it 
can  as  little  exist  as  a  circle  without  roundness,  or  a 
square  without  four  sides  and  four  angles. 
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We  know  from  the   testimony  of   consciousness  that 
the   soul   is   an    individual.      It  is   I   myself,   who  think, 
judge,  wish  and  desire,  not  a  part  of  me;   for  if  my  arm 
or  leg  be  amputated,  my  faculties  of  thinking,  judging, 
wishing,  etc.,  are  not  diminished.      The  thinking,  judg 
ing,  reasoning  and  wishing  faculties  are,  then,  not  a  part 
of   my   body,    but   distinct    from    it.       The    principle   of 
reasoning,  wishing,  etc.,  is  always  the   same,  because  I 
am  the  same  individual  who   formerly  thought,  wished, 
judged,  and    did   many  things;    but  my  individuality  is 
not  my  body,  because  my  body   wastes   away  every  day; 
the  waste  is  supplied  by  daily  nourishment.      In  a  num 
ber  of  years,  nothing  of  this  present  body  will  remain. 
If  the  principle  of    thinking,  reasoning  and  willing  were 
a  part  of  my  body,  it  would  waste  away  with  the  body, 
so  that,  after  a  short  time,  nothing  would  remain  of  it; 
it  is    therefore    not  a  part  of    the  body,  but  a  substance 
distinct  from  it.      I  feel  various  sensations  within  myself; 
the    sensations    of    seeing,    hearing,    feeling,    touching, 
tasting  and  smelling;    but   the  senses   must  be  exersised 
in   order  that   sensation    may  exist;   and  moreover,  it  is 
requisite    that   the  mind  adverts  to  the  operation  of  the 
senses.      Sensation  is  an  impression  made  on  the  mind; 
hence  the  operations  of  the  senses,  during  sleep  or  dis 
tractions,  produce  no  sensation.      Sensation  is  not  com 
posed   of  matter,    for  it   cannot   be   seen,    heard,    smelt, 
tasted,  or  felt;  it  is    neither    extended    nor    compressed, 
nor  moved,  nor  divided.      The   organs  are  entirely  dis 
tinct  one  from  another,  and  would  not  be  identified  with 
the  same  subject,  the   mind:   but   the  mind  experiences 
various  sensations  at  the  same  time:  it  hears  music,  sees 
a  pleasing     object,    considers     and    compares     different 
ideas  conveyed  through  the  senses.      Each  sense  has  its 
proper  functions:  the  eye  does   not  see  sound,  nor  does 
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the  ear  hear  color;  but  the  mind,  at  one  and  the  same 
time  has  the  perception  of  hearing,  seeing,  smelling, 
tasting  and  touching;  it  compares  the  different  sensa 
tions,  draws  conclusions  and  directs  its  actions  from 
them.  All  this  cannot  take  place  in  a  compound  sub 
stance.  If  the  soul  or  mind  were  a  compound  sub 
stance,  as  'the  materialist  says,  then  thought  would 
reside  in  different  parts  of  the  subject  thinking;  it  would, 
then,  not  be  one,  but  many  fold;  but  it  is  certain  that 
there  cannot  be  more  than  one  thought,  at  the  same 
time,  in  the  mind.  Moreover,  if  one  part  of  thought 
were  in  one  part  of  the  subject  thinking,  and  another  in 
another  part,  then,  it  would  have  various  parts,  such  as 
height,  depth,  length,  etc.;  it  would  be  round,  square  or 
spherical,  etc. ;  but  thought  can  have  no  such  qualities 
as  is  evident.  It  is  further  evident  that  the  soul  or  mind 
is  a  simple  substance,  and  not  composed  of  parts, 
because  thought  cannot  reside  in  a  compound  substance. 
If  the  soul  were  a  compound  substance,  then,  thought 
would  be  in  all  the  parts,  or  only  in  one  part;  it  cannot 
be  in  all  the  parts  of  the  subject  thinking,  because  one 
part  of  thought  would,  then,  be  in  one  part  of  the  sub 
ject  thinking,  and  another  in  another  part;  but  this  can 
not  be,  because  you  would,  then,  have  as  man}'  parts  of 
thought  as  there  are  parts  in  the  subject  thinking:  but 
you  can  have  only  one  thought  in  the  mind  at  one  and 
the  same  time.  Moreover,  if  thought  were  in  different 
parts  of  the  subject  thinking,  it  would  have  different 
forms,  such  as  squareness,  roundness,  or  some  other 
figure;  but  it  can  have  no  such  modifications.  Besides, 
each  part  of  the  subject  thinking  would,  then,  only  be 
conscious  of  that  part  of  the  thinking  corresponding,,  to 
it,  and  not  of  the  other  thinking  parts;  no  part  would, 
then  be  conscious  of  the  entire  thought;  but  the  subject 
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thinking  is  conscious  of  the  entire  thought  undivided  as 
is  evident  from  the  testimony  of  consciousness.  Thought 
cannot  reside  in  one  part  of  the  subject  thinking, 
because  no  reason  can  be  assigned  why  it  can  be  in  one 
part  and  not  in  the  other  parts.  The  part  of  the  subject 
thinking,  in  which  thought  resides,  is  either  simple  or 
compound;  if  simple,  then,  it  has  no  parts;  then  the 
soul  is  a  simple  substance;  if  it  is  composed  of  parts, 
then,  the  preceeding  difficulties  again  present  them 
selves,  which  the  materialist  must  solve.  I  will  add  one 
more  proof  taken  from  Martini: 

Activity  of  a  Thinking  Being. — First,  I  have  the 
power  of  thinking,  acting,  judging,  willing,  moving  my 
body,  and  that  spontaneously,  without  any  external 
impulse.  Now,  matter  is  passive  and  incapable  of 
spontaneous  motion.  Can  organization  bestow  this 
faculty?  Evidently  not.  Organization  being  only  a 
combination  of  parts  among  themselves,  will  never  give 
the  whole  what  is  radically  foreign  to  each  part.  Every 
particle  of  matter  being  to  the  faculty  of  acting  as  o  is 
to  i;  the  combination  of  a  hundred  thousand  particles 
will  no  more  give  the  faculty  of  acting  than  combina 
tion  of  a  hundred  thousand  zeros  will  produce  unity. 

Second,  if  the  principle,  which  perceives,  thinks, 
and  wills  in  me,  were  the  result  of  organization,  my 
thoughts  and  volitions  would  necessarily  be  circum 
scribed  within  the  limits  of  my  organs.  It  would  be 
impossible  for  me  to  form  within  myself  a  representa 
tion  so  vast  as  that  of  the  earth  and  the  heavens.  How 
could  the  little  image  which  the  luminous  rays  point 
upon  the  retina,  acquire  a  development  disproportion 
ate  to  its  extent?  Let  the  materialist  show  us  a  picture 
larger  than  its  canvass.  It  would  be  impossible  for  me 
to  conceive  of  those  events,  which  have  never  reached 
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my  senses;  for  example,  to  be  present  at  a  battle  which 
was  fought  two  thousand  years  ago.  How  can  the  lines, 
which  I  read,  or  the  sound,  which  I  hear,  produce  upon 
my  brains  the  same  impressions  as  the  sight  of  the  com 
bat?  It  would  be  impossible  for  me  to  exercise  my 
thoughts  upon  the  things  that  are  not,  and  foresee  the 
future;  still  more  impossible  to  rise  to  the  considera 
tions  and  sentiments  totally  foreign  to  my  organs;  such 
as  abstract  truths,  the  idea  of  good  and  evil,  of  justice 
and  injustice,  of  the  love  of  virtue,  of  the  infinite,  etc. 

Third,  the  thinking  being  reacts  on  itself.  It  not 
only  thinks  but  is  conscious  that  it  thinks:  it  reflects  on 
its  thought.  Now,  this  is  impossible  in  a  material  being. 
An  atom  put  in  motion  will  react  on  those  contiguous  to 
it;  but  that  it  should  react  on  itself  is  an  absurdity  so 
revolting  that  the  least  fastidious  materialists  will  find 
it  difficult  to  receive. 

Liberty  of  a  Thinking  Being. — Matter  is  blindly 
submissive  to  the  actions  of  external  agents;  it  can 
neither  avoid  nor  suspend,  nor  prolong  the  effects  of 
the  impressions  that  it  receives  from  them.  I  am  not, 
then,  matter;  for  next  to  my  consciousness  of  existence, 
the  most  lively  sentiment  in  me  is  that  of  liberty.  I 
think,  reason  and  feel  freely.  Among  the  different 
impressions  I  choose  one  and  attach  myself  to  it  in  such 
a  manner  that  I  become  insensible  to  the  other,  as 
occurs  so  often  in  the  phenomenon  of  abstraction  where 
my  mind,  exclusively  occupied  with  one  object  hears 
nothing,  feels  nothing,  sees  nothing  that  is  passing 
around  me.  But  a  much  more  singular  effect  of  my 
liberty  is,  that  in  certain  cases,  I  can  will  the  destruc 
tion  of  my  body.  The  fact,  alas!  too  frequent  of  sui 
cide,  will  always  continue  according  to  the  principles  of 
iraterialism,  a  revolting  enigma.  1  shall  give  the  rea- 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  117 

sons  for  it.  First,  the  most  universal,  profound  and 
indestructible  determination  in  all  living  beings,  is  the 
desire  of  preservation,  the  will  to  be.  Hence,  in  ani 
mals  the  extreme  energy  with  which  they  repel  every 
thing  that  menaces  their  existence;  hence,  in  our  own 
bodies  the  violent  reaction  of  the  stomach  against  poi 
son;  hence  in  the  moment  of  peril,  that  extraordinary 
instinct,  which  enables  me  to  discover  powers  superior 
to  the  habitual  strength  of  my  organs,  resources 
superior  to  the  ordinary  resources  of  my  mind.  How 
could  man  evade  this  law  of  nature,  if  there  were  not  in 
him  a  being  which  can  say  to  the  body:  Thou  art  mine 
enemy,  an  obstacle  to  my  well  being;  die  then. 

Second,  suicide,  in  the  system  of  the  materialists 
would  be  a  reaction  of  matter  against  itself,  which,  we 
have  already  said,  implies  a  contradiction." 


CHAPTER    SEVENTEENTH. 

THE    SPIRITUALITY  AND    IMMORTALITY    OF 
THE    SOUL. 

WE  have  seen  that  the  soul  is  a  simple  substance, 
that  it  is  not  composed  of  parts.  It  is  not  only 
a  simple,  but  also  a  spiritual,  rational  and  consequently 
a  living  substance;  its  life  consists  in  its  intrinsic 
activity,  in  its  intrinsic  power  of  thought  and  volition. 
Actual  intrinsic  power  of  thought  and  volition  pre-sup- 
poses  reason;  the  soul  must,  then,  be  a  simple,  spiritual 
and  rational  substance.  Reason  is  an  attribute  of  the 
mind  by  which  it  sees  self-evident  truths,  and  discerns 
them  from  falsehood;  hence  the  mathematician  takes 
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self-evident  truths  for  his  data,  compares  one  idea  with 
another,  and  by  a  long  and  severe  process  of  reasoning, 
solves  the  most  difficult  problems  in  mathematics. 
These  truths  do  not  fall  under  the  senses;  they  are  only 
seen  by  the  mind.  Thus  also  the  metaphysician  soars 
high  in  the  region  of  thought,  and  is  engaged  in  the 
most  profound  speculations;  he  does  not  see  the  truths, 
on  which  he  meditates,  with  the  eye  of  the  body,  but 
with  that  of  the  mind.  Again  the  soul  sees  the  differ 
ence  between  good  and  evil;  it  perceives  what  is  just, 
and  what  is  unjust;  it  knows  that  it  is  intrinsically  bad 
to  commit  murder,  or  to  blaspheme  God,  that  it  is  good 
to  exercise  charity  towards  our  neighbor,  that  it  is  good 
and  justice  requires  us  to  fulfil  our  contracts.  If  we 
violate  the  natural  law,  conscience  immediately  cries 
out  and  reproaches  us.  But  the  adversary  alleges  that 
there  is  an  internal  and  active  principle  in  the  animals, 
that  like  man  they  have  the  power  of  locomotion,  that 
they  also  have  memory,  will  and  understanding,  for  a 
dog  remembers  his  name;  he  knows  his  master,  and 
when  called  complies  with  the  wishes  of  him  who  calls 
him.  Besides,  he  cannot  obey  without  intelligence; 
therefore  animals  have  all  the  attributes  which  consti-. 
tute  the  human  soul,  and  consequently  if  the  soul  of 
man  is  immortal,  the  living  principle  or  the  soul  of 
animals  is  also  immortal. 

To  this  we  reply  that  those,  who  put  man,  a  rational 
creature,  on  a  level  with  the  brute,  have  an  exceedingly 
low  estimate  of  the  dignity  of  human  nature;  they  raise 
their  voice  against  the  universal  consent  of  mankind, 
against  propriety,  and  against  the  intimate  sense  which 
every  one  has  of  his  own  human  dignity.  If  some  have 
fallen  so  low  as  to  consider  themselves  brutes  of  a 
higher  degree  of  development,  we,  of  course,  will  not 
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deprive  them  of  the  happiness  of  enjoying  their  views. 
We  grant  that  animals  have  an  active  principle,  the 
power  of  locomotion;  but  what  constitutes  the  difference 
between  them  and  rationality.  What  the  adversary 
terms  will,  memory  and  understanding  in  the  animal,  is 
only  instinct.  Instinct  may  be  defined  as  the  operation 
of  the  principle  of  organized  life  by  the  exercise  of  cer 
tain  natural  powers  directed  to  the  good  of  the  indi 
vidual.  It  is  the  general  property  of  the  living  principle 
of  life,  or  the  law  of  organized  life  in  a  state  of  action. 
There  is  instinct  in  man  as  well  as  in  the  brute.  In 
man  it  precedes  thought  and  reflection,  and  therefore 
does  not  enter  within  the  domain  of  reason.  When  a 
man  meets  with  sudden  and  unforeseen  dangers,  his  act 
to  avoid  them  precedes  his  thoughts  and  deliberations; 
for  instance,  a  man  suddenly  and  unknowingly  treads 
upon  a  serpent;  he  leaps  to  avoid  the  danger  before  he 
thinks;  the  leap  is  the  result  of  the  instinct  of  self- 
preservation,  and  precedes  thought  and  reason;  reason 
and  instinct  are  therefore  two  different  things. 

The  instinct,  in  animals  appears,  indeed,  wonderful. 
The  bee  seeks  a  place  of  abode,  and  wanders  over  fields 
and  meadows  in  quest  of  food;  it  returns  to  the  hive 
loaded  with  honey  and  wax,  and  constructs  its  cells 
inimitable  to  man.  Dogs  have  sagacity  and  remarkable 
instinct;  birds  build  their  nests  for  the  preservation  and 
rearing  of %  their  off-spring.  In  fine,  some  animals  have 
the  instinct  of  discerning  what  is  useful  and  what  is 
injurious  to  them;  thus  the  sheep  has  natural  horror  for 
his  enemy,  the  wolf.  There  are  also  certain  animals 
which  know,  by  their  natural  instinct,  the  herbs  which 
are  medicinal  for  them,  and  other  things  necessary  for 
their  preservation.  All  this  can  be  accounted  for  on 
the  ground  that  God  created  them  for  an  end,  and  con- 
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sequently  gives  them  the  instinct  to  seek  what  is  neces 
sary  for  their  subsistence  and  the  means  to  gain  their 
end. 

The  theory  that  man  is  only  an  animal  of  a  higher 
degree  of  development,  that  the  intrinsic  activity  of  the 
soul,  memory,  will  and  understanding — reason — are 
only  a  consequence  of  this  development,  is  absurd  and 
ridiculous,  for  everyone  knows  that  animals  gener 
ate  their  own  kind.  A  horse  does  not  beget  a  dog,  nor 
does  a  goose  beget  a  crow,  and  much  less  does  a  mon 
key  beget  a  man.  The  work  of  bees  is  remarkable  and 
shows  a  high  degree  of  instinct  of  a  certain  order,  yet 
they  always  perform  their  work  in  the  same  manner;  no 
improvement  has  ever  been  discovered;  so  also  birds 
build  their  nests  without  any  improvement.  But  it  is 
said  that  dogs  and  other  animals  are  susceptible  of 
improvement,  for  they  can  be  taught  to  do  many  things 
They  may  be  accustomed,  but  not  taught,  to  do  some 
things  by  leaving  physical  impressions  on  their  senses; 
these  impressions  may  continue  for  some  time;  but  the 
senses  and  the  instinct,  as  far  as  the  impressions  are 
concerned,  are  identical,  they  form  an  integral  part  of 
the  organization  of  the  animal.  The  essential  difference 
between  the  soul  of  man  and  animal  instinct,  is  reason. 
The  animal  is  not  susceptible  of  knowing  the  difference 
between  truth  and  falsehood.  You  can  never  make  a 
horse,  a  dog,  or  the  most  sagacious  animal,  understand 
that  two  and  two  make  four;  and  it  is  much  less  capable 
of  comparing  one  idea  with  another,  and  of  drawing 
conclusions  from  them;  reason  is  required  for  this  which 
the  animal  has  not. 

Again,  animals  do  not  know  the  difference  between 
good  and  evil;  the  only  criterion  of  their  acts  is  their 
instinct;  hence  a  dog  will  bite  you,  steal  your  meal  with- 
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out  remorse;  he  feels  contented  after  the  commission  of 
such  acts.  It  follows  from  what  has  been  said,  that 
animals  are  destitute  of  reason;  and  consequently  can 
have  no  will,  but  only  instinct.  The  will  is  a  faculty  of 
the  soul,  which,  of  its  own  accord,  has  the  power  of 
embracing  or  rejecting  the  good  or  evil  proposed  by  the 
intellect,  or  it  has  the  power  of  choosing  or  rejecting 
what  is  proposed  by  the  intellect;  but  it  must  first  know 
what  is  proposed  to  be  chosen  or  rejected  to  make  an 
election.  To  choose  what  is  proposed  is  an  exercise  of 
the  judging  faculty;  but  there  can  be  no  judgment  and 
exercise  of  it  without  reason;  therefore  as  animals  are 
destitute  of  reason,  they  consequently  can  have  no  will. 
Intellect,  memory  and  will  are  attributes  of  the  soul; 
and  as  the  soul  is  a  living,  simple  and  rational  sub 
stance;  and  as  its  life  consists  in  its  intrinsic  activity, 
that  is,  in  its  actual  intrinsic  power  of  thought  and 
volition,  it  follows  that  it  is  a  spiritual  substance. 

As  the  soul  is  a  simple  and  spiritual  substance,  it 
must  necessarily  be  immortal.  It  follows  from  the 
death  of  compound  substances  that  the  parts,  of  which 
they  are  composed,  are  separated,  though  not  destroyed; 
they  assume  different  forms,  as  for  instance,  the  body  in 
the  grave,  decomposes  and  is  partly  changed  into  earth; 
its  watery  substance  unites  itself  with  other  elements. 
But  it  is  evident  that  death  cannot  take  place  unless 
there  are  parts  which  can  undergo  separation;  but  as 
the  soul  is  a  simple  and  spiritual  substance,  not  com 
posed  of  parts,  it  consequently  cannot  perish  when 
separated  from  the  body,  unless  by  annihilation.  Noth 
ing  is  annihilated  in  the  material  order;  by  death  the 
particles,  which  compose  the  material  substances,  are 
only  separated  and  reduced  to  other  elements,  as  all 
natural  philosophers  teach  and  prove.  God  annihilates 
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nothing.  If  he  would  annihilate  the  soul  after  the 
death  of  the  body,  it,  the  nobler  part  of  man,  would  be 
in  a  worse  condition  than  the  body.  As  the  soul  can 
not  undergo  dissolution,  that  is,  as  it  has  no  parts  to  be 
separated  it  must  necessarily  by  its  own  nature  be 
immortal. 

But  the  adversary  says  that  the  active  principle  in 
beasts  is  an  immaterial  substance,  that  it  is  not  com 
posed  of  parts,  and  is  consequently  immortal. 

That  it  is  a  simple  substance  remains  to  be  proved. 
We  grant  that  beasts  have  an  active  principle  of  life,  it 
may  be  a  part  of  their  physical  organization;  but  one 
thing  is  certain,  that  whatever  it  may  be,  it  is  irrational. 
All  that  can  be  said  in  regard  to  it  is  a  mystery,  a  super- 
intelligible  fact.  This  is  not  the  only  superintelligible 
fact  we  observe  in  the  natural  order;  there  are  many 
others  which  are  beyond  human  comprehension.  Your 
soul  acts  on  your  body,  and  your  body  on  your  soul, 
matter  on  spirit  and  spirit  on  matter.  Can  you  explain 
this  phenomenon  to  me?  Yet  you  cannot  deny  the  fact. 
God  is  wonderful  in  His  works,  and  creation  is  replete 
with  mysteries.  . 

As  the  beast  has  no  reason  and  consequently  no 
will,  it  cannot  know  God;  it  can  have  no  other  impres 
sion  of  happiness  than  to  follow  its  instincts;  and  when 
it  has  satisfied  its  appetite  it  rests  contented  and  is  sat 
isfied:  nothing  higher  remains  for  it;  its  end  is  then 
only  in  the  natural  and  not  in  the  supernatural  order. 
It  is  not  so  with  man,  who,  being  endowed  with  reason 
by  whose  light  he  knows  God  who  is  the  Infinite  Good; 
he  feels  within  himself  a  constant  desire  of  happiness; 
all  the  honors  and  riches  which  the  world  can  afford 
cannot  satisfy  the  cravings  of  his  heart,  for  the  simple 
reason  that  his  soul  is  an  immaterial  and  spiritual  sub- 
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stance  which  nothing  material  can  satisfy.  This  con 
stant  longing  after  happiness,  which  the  world  cannot 
give,  is  another  strong  proof  of  the  immortality  of  the 
soul.  God  has  implanted  this  desire  of  happiness  in 
the  soul,  and  it  cannot  divest  itself  of  it;  hence,  if  the 
soul  were  not  immortal  this  desire  would  be  an  illusion; 
God  would,  then,  continually  deceive  man,  which  is 
absurd,  for  God  can  neither  deceive  nor  be  deceived; 
the  soul  must  therefore  be  immortal  and  man's  end  in 
the  supernatural  order. 


CHAPTER     EIGHTEENTH. 

THE    FREE  WILL. 

AS  the  human  soul  is  a  simple,  spiritual  and  conse 
quently  a  rational  and  immortal  substance,  it  must 
have  freedom  of  action,  the  power  of  choosing  and  not 
choosing,  or  the  liberty  of  indifference.  Some  are 
found  who  not  only  entertain  grave  arid  baneful  errors 
concerning  the  free  will,  but  by  their  writings  and  inter 
course  with  their  fellow  men,  strive  to  propagate  their 
errors.  They  hold  that  man  is  only  externally  free,  that 
there  is  no  force  or  violence  employed  to  impel  him  to 
act,  but  there  is  no  internal  freedom  in  the  will,  so  that 
it  must  act  by  some  internal  necessity.  This  doctrine 
destroys  the  capacity  or  power  of  meriting  or  dementing 
and  consequently  takes  away  man's  freedom. 

In  relation  to  the  free  will  I  wish  to  make  a  few  pre 
liminary  remarks: — When  a  man  selects  an  end,  and 
efficaciously  proposes  to  gain  it,  he  is  not  free  tc  -eject 
the  adequate  means  to  attain  the  end  proposed;  he  must, 
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then,  naturally  and  necessarily  will  the  means.  Thus, 
for  example,  I  wish  to  journey  to  Europe;  I  am  free  to 
go  or  not  to  go;  but  if  I  wish  to  go,  I  am  not  free  to 
reject  the  adequate  means  by  which  I  can  arrive  there. 
I  will  that  the  blood  courses  spontaneously  through  my 
arteries  and  veins;  though  I  naturally  will  this,  yet  as  I 
will  to  live,  I  must  necessarily  will  the  circulation  of  my 
blood  through  my  veins  and  arteries. 

But  this  is  not  the  question;  the  question,  to  be  con 
sidered,  is  the  will  of  indifference. 

The  will  of  indifference  can  be  viewed  under  a  triple 
aspect,  namely,  the  will  of  contradiction,  of  contrariety 
and  of  specification.  The  liberty  of  contradiction  con 
sists  in  this,  that  the  will  can  select  one  of  two  contra 
dictory  things;  as,  for  instance,  to  love  or  not  to  love. 
The  liberty  of  contrarity  gives  to  the  will  the  power  to 
select  one  of  two  things  which  are  contrary  to  each 
other,  as  to  love  or  hate  an  object.  The  liberty  of 
specification  is  constituted  in  this,  that  the  will  has  the 
power  to  select  one  thing  of  a  different  species  of 
objects,  as  studying,  playing,  reading,  walking,  etc. 

Among  the  ancient  philosophers,  the  Stoics  denied 
the  free  will;  they  held  that  all  things  happen  by  a  stern 
and  unavoidable  necessity.  The  Manicheans  taught 
that  man  cannot  perform  anything  good  or  evil  by  a  free 
act  of  his  will,  but  only  by  necessity.  These  errors 
were  revived  in  the  sixteenth  century  by  Luther  and 
Calvin.  The  thirty-sixth  proposition  drawn  from 
Luther's  writings,  and  condemned  by  Leo  the  Tenth, 
says:  "Free  will  after  sin  is  a  matter  of  name  alone, 
and  while  one  does  what  is  in  him,  he  sins  mortally." 
Darras  says  in  his  church  history:  "He  (Luther)  denied 
free  will,  and,  even  outdoing  the  repeatedly  condemned 
errors  of  Pelegianism,  taught  that,  since  the  commission 
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of  original  sin,  every  action,  even  though  a  meritorious 
one,  is  necessarily  a  sin.  Faith  in  Jesus  Christ  is  alone 
available  for  sanctification,  without  any  co-operation  on 
our  part.  This  was  a  proclamation  of  the  most 
unbridled  license,  the  ruin  of  all  morality,  and  gave  a 
free  scope  to  every  disorder,  to  every  prompting  of 
passions."  (i).  With  regared  to  Calvin's  doctrine  on 
free  will  Darras  says:  "According  to  Calvin,  God,  the 
primordial  author  of  good  and  evil,  has,  from  all  eternity, 
cast  off  a  portion  of  His  creatures  and  doomed  them  to 
eternal  punishment,  in  order  to  show  His  justice  in 
them.  To  give  just  motives  for  wrath  and  punishment, 
He  caused  the  first  man  to  fall  by  sin,  and  involved  the 
whole  of  Adam's  posterity  in  the  revolt.  Actual  sins 
are  imposed  upon  men  by  the  Divine  will,  which  excites 
to  the  commission  of  crime  those  whom  it  has  predes 
tined  to  eternal  loss.  Such  is  the  sense  of  the  gloomy 
theory  known  as  the  doctrine  of  compulsory  decrees. 
Free-will  is  no  more.  Man  is  unavoidably  doomed  to 
acts  for  which  he  must  suffer  punishment  and  which  it 
is  not  in  his  own  power  to  commit  or  not  to  commit. 
The  tyranny  of  a  God,  who  punishes  sins  of  which  he  is 
the  first  author,  did  not  terrify  Calvin.  He  clearly  and 
openly  professed  his  belief:  'Among  men,'  said  he, 
'some  are  created  for  everlasting  life.'  By  a  strict 
parallelism,  Calvin  followed  the  same  reasoning  in  the 
opposite  direction  to  explain  the  doctrine  of  justification. 
Man  is  saved,  just  as  he  is  lost,  in 'spite  of  himself. 
There  is  no  more  merit  in  being  a  saint  than  in  being  a 
reprobate;  both  are  passive  instruments  of  a  will  which 
they  must  obey  without  being  able  to  modify  it."  (2) 
The  preceding  doctrine,  making  God  the  author  of 

(i)cVol.  4.,  Page  64.     (2)  Vol.  4.  page  125. 
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sin  is  so  blasphemous  and  so  horrible  that  it  carries  its 
own  refutation  with  it;  but  we  will  nevertheless  briefly 
show  the  consequences  which  flow  from  it.  Sin  is  a 
violation  of  the  law  of  God,  a  rebellion  against  the 
Divine  Majesty;  it  is  a  moral  evil.  A  moral  evil  is  that 
which  is  contrary  to  the  eternal  and  immutable  order  of 
God;  but  if  God,  according  to  Calvin,  could  be  the 
author  of  sin,  He  would  be  opposed  to  Himself,  and 
would,  then,  contradict  Himself;  but  contradiction  is 
annihilation;  that  would  destroy  the  existence  of  God: 
the  doctrine  of  Calvin  is  not  only  blasphemous,  but  also 
atheistic. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  give  a  few  proofs  to  show 
that  man  has  the  will  of  indifference,  or  that  he  is  an 
agent  internally  free. 

Man  is  internally  free;  he  has  the  power  to  act  or 
not  to  act,  to  choose  or  not  to  choose,  or,  in  other 
words,  he  is  an  internally  free  agent.  It  is  evident  from 
the  testimony  of  consciousness  that  we  judge  infallibly 
of  the  present  state  of  our  mind;  that  we  exist,  perceive, 
judge  and  reason;  no  man  in  his  sound  senses  can  deny 
this;  but  we  are  just  as  certain  that  we  are  as  free  in  our 
actions,  or  that  we  have  the  will  of  indifference,  as  we 
are  that  we  exist,  think,  reason,  etc.  I  perceive  that  I 
have  the  power  to  sit,  rise,  walk  or  stand,  to  move  my 
arm,  etc. ;  I  must,  then,  be  a  free  agent.  We  know 
from  the  testimony  of  our  conscience,  which  does,  not 
only  in  general  dictate  the  good  to  be  embraced  and  the 
evil  to  be  avoided,  but  it  points  out  from  the  general 
principles  of  morals  what,  in  particular  instances  is  to 
be  done  as  good,  and  what  is  to  be  shunned  as  evil. 
We  know  that  when  a  man  commits  crime,  for  instance, 
murder,  robbery,  or  any  other  transgression,  he  feels 
remorse  of  conscience,  and  sometimes  so  terribly  that  he 
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can  find  no  rest.  The  very  pagans,  illuminated  only  by 
the  light  of  nature,  were  convinced  of  this  fact,  for 
Cicero  calls  the  remorse  of  conscience  domestic  furies 
which  torment  the  wicked  day  and  night.  When  men 
wish  to  commit  shameful  crimes,  they  shun  the  light 
and  presence  of  others.  If  their  crimes  are  detected, 
they  are  stricken  down  with  shame,  and  feel  the  effect 
of  their  evil  acts.  Reason,  then,  with  which  God 
enlightens  every  man  coming  into  the  world,  dictates, 
not  only  in  general,  but  in  particulur,  the  good  to  be 
done  and  the  evil  to  be  avoided;  there  is  therefore  a 
natural  law  given  by  God  to  direct  the  actions  of  men. 
The  observance  or  violation  of  this  law  is  to  choose 
good  or  evil;  but  to  choose  good  or  evil  is  an  exercise 
of  the  free  will. 

Again,  if  man  were  not  free  in  his  actrions,  he  could 
not  feel  remorse  of  conscience  and  the  turpitude  of  his 
crimes;  and  when  brought  to  justice,  he  could  not  regret 
the  commission  of  crime  which  brought  punishment  and 
disgrace  upon  him,  because  it  would  not  have  been  in 
his  power  to  avoid  crime.  This  is  not  admissible;  our 
innate  sense  and  the  testimony  of  all  nations  assert  the 
contrary. 

God  in  His  goodness  and  by  His  omnipotent  powrer 
created  man  and  preserves  him;  man  is,  then,  entirely 
dependent  upon  his  Creator  and  Preserver;  and  there 
fore  bound  to  observe  the  moral  order  established  by 
God. 

If  he  disturbs  it  by  transgressing  the  Divine  law,  or 
if  he  rebels  against  God,  the  Divine  justice  requires  that 
the  transgressor  be  visited  with  adequate  punishment. 
But,  if,  on  the  other  hand,  he  faithfully  observes  the 
law  of  God,,  he  will  receive  the  reward  of  his  fidelity. 
If  you  take  away  free  will,  then,  the  transgressor  does 
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what  is  not  in  his  power  to  avoid;  nor  can  the  observer 
of  the  law  do  otherwise  than  comply  with  it.  But  if 
God  would  punish  the  transgressor  for  an  act  he  could 
not  avoid,  then  He  would  punish  him  unjustly;  but  God 
cannot  inflict  unjust  punishment,  because  He  is  infin 
itely  just.  On  the  other  hand,  if  man  had  no  free  will 
God  would  reward  him  for  observing  his  law  without 
any  free  co-operation;  and  hence- the  reward  would  be 
unmerited,  but  if  man  is  incapable  of  merit  or  demerit, 
he  is  like  a  mere  machine,  which  is  absurd  to  suppose. 

Again,  God  is  the  Infinite  Good;  and  therefore  His 
oodness  cannot  permit  Him  to  impose  impossible  or 
injurious  laws  upon  His  creatures,  for  that  would 
destroy  the  attribute  of  His  goodness,  which  requires 
that  no  impossible  or  injurious  laws  be  imposed  upon 
His  creatures;  but  He  requires  His  creatures  to  obey 
His  laws  in  order  to  attain  their  last  end;  they  are,  then, 
possible  and  beneficial;  man  must  therefore  have  free 
will  to  comply  with  them. 

All  nations  of  all  ages  have  recognized  free  will  in 
man;  for  it  was  with  this  persuasion  that  they  framed 
their  laws,  formed  treaties  with  other  nations  and  con 
sulted  the  interests  of  their  subjects.  They  praised  and 
rewarded  noble  and  virtuous  actions,  inflicted  punish 
ment  on  the  transgressor  of  the  law;  studied  and  pre 
served  order  and  regularity  in  their  respective  states. 
Insane  persons  were  not  punished,  because  crime  was 
not  imputed  to  them.  But  as  they  punished  crime, 
they  evidently  considered  that  he  who  committed  it.  had 
free  will. 

It  is  a  fact  that  .these  same  persons,  who  deny  free 
will,  demand  the  greatest  liberty  for  themselves.  They 
want  liberty  or  freedom  to  act  as  they  think  proper; 
they  want  liberty  of  thought:  liberty  to  write  what  they 
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please,  no  matter  how  pernicious  their  writings  may  be 
to  the  community;  liberty  to  go  where  they  wish  and  to 
do  what  they  like.  If  any  laws  are  made  to  restrain 
their  passions,  they  immediately  revolt  and  complain 
that  they  are  deprived  of  their  freedom;  they  furiously 
cry  out  against  the  legislators  and  government,  calling 
them  tyrants  and  oppressors  of  their  liberty,  notwith 
standing  that,  according  to  their  own  principles,  all  these 
things  are  not  deliberate,  but  happen  by  a  certain  neces 
sity.  If  they  are  chastised,  robbed  of  their  goods,  or 
cast  into  prison,  they  complain  of  injustice,  cruelty  and 
tyranny;  they  are  entirely  unwilling  to  be  subject  to 
such  treatment.  By  their  acts  they  show  the  extreme 
absurdity  of  their  doctrines;  they  deny  by  their  works 
what  they  profess  with  their  tongues. 


CHAPTER    NINETEENTH. 

GOD  CREATED  MAN  FOR  ETERNAL 
BEATITUDE, 

PRUDENT  men,  in  transacting  weighty  affairs  in  the 
temporal  order,  use  great  precaution  and  prudence 
to  acquit  themselves  well;  they  employ  the  best,  or  at 
least,  adequate  means  to  gain  the  end  they  propose  to 
attain;  but  to  know  their  destiny  and  to  obtain  the  end 
of  their  creation  is  far  more  momentous  and  of  far 
greater  importance  than  any  temporal  object  which  can 
be  gained.  We  can  possess  the  temporal  only  during 
life  which  is  short;  death  deprives  us  of  all  the  transi 
tory  goods  of  earth.  Alexander  the  Great  conquered 
the  larger  part  of  the  then  known  world;  he  could 
unmake  and  create  kings  at  his  pleasure.  But  what  did 
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he  take  with  him  when  he  died  in  Babylon  in  the  flower 
of  manhood?  All  was  left  behind  and  fell  into  the 
hands  of  others.  The  truly  important  question  for  man, 
then,  is  whither  is  he  going  and  what  is  the  end  of  his 
existence?  In  fact  all  the  actions,  the  entire  movement 
of  man,  should  tend  to  his  final  or  ultimate  end.  This 
is  not  only  a  grave,  but  also  a  consoling  subject,  for 
after  a  life  of  toil  and  suffering,  from  which  no  one  is 
exempt,  the  idea  that  future  and  eternal  happiness  is  in 
store  for  us,  must  certainly  afford  us  the  greatest 
consolation. 

i st.  We  have  seen,  in  the  chapter  of  Divine  Provi 
dence,  that  God  has  made  provision  for  all  things  He 
created,  or  that  he  affords  the  means  of  subsistence  to 
all  His  creatures,  even  to  the  most  insignificant.  We 
have  also  seen  that  He  has  established  the  order  by 
which  all  things  are  directed  to  the  end  of  their  creation. 
But  man  is  higher  in  the  scale  of  visible  creation  on 
account  of  the  spirituality  of  his  soul;  his  end  is  in  a 
higher  order  than  that  of  the  irrational  creation.  As  the 
soul  of  man  is  an  immaterial,  a  spiritual  and  rational 
substance,  it  cannot  perish  when  separated  from  the 
body;  but  must  live  forever;  its  end  must  therefore  be 
eternal. 

Now,  God  is  a  Being  of  infinite  goodness;  and  in  fact 
creation  is,  as  it  were,  the  outpouring  of  His  goodness, 
for  every  perfection  in  creatures  is  eminenter  in  God, 
that  is,  God  has  the  exemplary  ideas  in  His  mind  of  all 
He  created,  and  also  of  all  creatables;  and  according  to 
His  eternal  ideas  He  created  all  things.  As  God  is  a 
Being  of  infinite  intelligence,  He  created  for  an  end; 
and  as  He  is  infinitely  good  the  end  of  all  creatures  must 
likewise  be  good.  But  as  the  human  soul  is  an 
immortal  substance,  it  must  live  forever;  and  as  God  is 
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the  Infinite  Good,  its  end  must  be  a  good  one,  or  one  of 
eternal  beatitude.  Man  can  only  by  his  free  will  use 
the  means  God  gives  him,  or  the  observance  of  the 
order  required  to  lead  him  to  a  happy  eternity.  The 
Divine  assistance  is  never  withheld  from  those  .who  effi 
caciously  will  to  obtain  their  last  end;  hence  a  miserable 
eternity  is  the  effect  of  the  perversion  of  the  free  will. 

2d.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  the  human  soul  to  have 
unbounded  aspirations;  hence  man  is  continually  long 
ing  after  happiness;  he  cannot  divest  himself  of  this 
desire;  and  what  is  most  remarkable,  nothing,  not  even 
the  entire  universe,  can  satisfy  the  cravings  of  his  heart. 
Hence  he  imagines  that  if  he  could  gain  a  certain  object, 
he  would  be  happy  and  contented;  but  as  soon  as  his 
wishes  are  complied  with,  he  finds  his  heart  as  void  as 
before.  It  is  not  so  with  the  irrational  animals;  they 
immediately  attain  their  highest  degree  of  happiness. 
A  handful  of  grass  satisfies  the  lamb;  the  tiger  seizes 
his  prey  devours  it  and  that  is  the  sum  of  his  happiness: 
"If  we  were  to  assert,"  says  Chateaubriand,  "with  some 
philosophers,  that  conformation  of  the  organs  consti 
tutes  all  the  difference  between  us  and  the  brute,  this 
mode  of  reasoning  could,  at  the  farthest  be  admitted  only 
in  relation  to  purely  material  acts.  But  of  what  service 
is  my  hand  to  my  mind  when  amid  the  silence  of  night 
I  soar  through  the  regions  of  boundless  space,  to  dis 
cover  the  architect  of  so  many  worlds?  Why  does  not 
the  ox  act  in  this  respect  as  I  do?  His  eyes  are 
sufficient;  and  if  he  had  my  legs  and  my  arms,  they 
would  for  this  purpose  be  totally  useless  to  him.  He 
may  repose  upon  the  turf,  he  may  raise  his  head  towards 
the  sky,  and  by  his  bellowing  call  upon  the  unknown 
Being  Who  fills  the  immense  expanse.  But  no,  he 
prefers  the  grass  on  which  he  treads;  and  while  those 


132  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

millions  of  suns,  that  adorn  the  firmament,  furnish  the 
strongest  evidence  of  a  Deity,  the  animal  consults  them 
not;  he  is  insensible  to  the  prospect  of  nature,  and 
unconscious  that  .he  is  himself  thrown  beneath  the  tree 
at  the  foot  of  which  he  lies,  as  a  slight  proof  of  a  Divine 
Intelligence." 

It  is  true  that  men  seek  happiness  in  various  ways; 
some  in  the  accumulation  of  wealth,  in  honors  and  in 
the  enjoyment  of  life;  others  in  gratifying  their  passions; 
but  no  true  happiness  can  be  found  in  any  of  these 
things;  the  desires  of  the  heart  are  not  satisfied;  and 
unfortunately  it  too  often  feels  bitterness  and  remorse. 

According  to  Boetius,  happiness  is  a  perfect  state 
containing  every  good:  ''Status  omnium  bonorum  aggre- 
gatione  perfectissimus"  The  state  of  happiness,  which 
can  satisfy  the  desires  of  the  heart,  must  be  permanent; 
its  beatitude  consists  in  the  distinct  intuition  of  the  real 
good  possessed,  which  satisfies  the  desires  and  brings 
joy  with  it:  "Status  permanens  verct  voluptatis  or  tot  ex 
intuitu  distincto  veri  boni,  quod  possidemus;  unde  satietas 
appctitiium  et  gaudium  oritur. "  The  state  of  opulence  or 
affluence  is  not  permanent.  The  man  who  is  possessed 
of  wealth  may  be  deprived  of  it,  and  may  be  reduced  to 
a  state  of  poverty.  We  know  that  there  were  persons 
of  immense  riches;  they  had  large  domains,  were 
inhabiting  magnificent  palaces,  were  abounding  in  silver 
and  gold,  and  were  courted  and  received  homage  from 
their  fellow  men;  their  servants  were  eager  to  know  and 
execute  their  will.  But  the  hour  of  misfortune  and 
adversity  came;  they  were  stripped  of  all  they  had  pos 
sessed,  and  reduced  to  a  state  of  poverty.  Even  though 
riches  may  be  retained  during  the  entire  life  of  the  pos 
sessor,  yet  the  possession  is  accompanied  with  the  fear 
of  loosing  them,  for  a  thousand  accidents  may  occur. 
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Besides,  the  longest  time  the  man  of  wealth  can 
retain  his  possessions  is  only  to  the  end  of  his  life;  he 
must  then  part  from  them;  the  tomb  then  only  remains 
in  which  his  body  will  return  to  the  earth  from  which  it 
was  taken.  Hence  the  happiness  of  which  the  soul  is 
in  pursuit,  does  not  consist  in  the  possession  of  wealth; 
and  the  same  is  true  with  regard  to  the  honors  the 
world  bestows;  they  are  empty,  fleeting  and  cannot 
therefore  satisfy  the  cravings  of  the  human  heart.  It  is 
true  that  there  is  something  solid,  something  which  is 
not  empty  and  fallacious  in  a  virtuous  life,  in  the 
observance  of  the  order  which  leads  us  to  our  ultimate 
end,  or  in  the  possession  of  the  moral  good  which  is  the 
real  food  for  the  soul,  and  affords  not  false  but  true 
happiness.  Hence  he,  who  keeps  his  passions  subject 
to  reason,  who  studies  the  w7ill  of  God  in  his  actions, 
who  lives  according  to  the  order  which  will  leads  him  to 
eternal  beatitude,  who  is  reconciled  to  the  Divine  will, 
is  in  possession  of  true  happiness.  But  this  state  of 
happiness  is  not  always  permanent  in  this  life,  for 
history  attests  that  there  were  persons  who  had  arrived 
at  a  high  degree  of  perfection  and  sanctity,  and  after 
wards  fell  into  the  abyss  of  vice.  How  often  have  we 
ourselves  seen  men  who  had  made  a  good  beginning, 
who  had  led  virtuous  lives  for  some  time,  afterwards 
lost  their  virtue  and  plunged  into  every  crime.  More 
over,  the  happiness  which  the  moral  good  affords  in  this 
life  is  incomplete,  as  is  evident  from  the  testimony  of 
the  greatest  saints  who  felt  this  defect,  and  were  eager 
that  their  pure  souls  might  be  separated  from  their 
temples  of  clay,  and  take  their  flight  into  the  bosom  of 
the  Eternal,  the  ocean  of  everlasting  delight  and 
beatitude. 

Now,  if  the  happiness  of  which  the  soul  is  in  pursuit, 
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could  be  attained  in  this  life,  man  would  undoubtedly 
labor  assiduously  and  use  all  the  means  in  his  power  to 
obtain  it,  particularly  the  great  monarch,  who  is  in 
possession  of  almost  unlimited  wealth,  power  and  influ 
ence;  but  no  one  was  ever  able  to  accomplish  this,  not 
even  Alexander  the  Great,  who  was  master  of  the  world. 

But  as  it  is  natural  for  a  man  to  have  a  constant 
longing  after  beatitude,  and  as  it  is  not  in  his  power 
to  divest  himself  of  it,  it  follows  that  God  has  implanted 
the  desire  of  happiness  in  the  human  soul.  But  if  there 
is  no  state  of  eternal  beatitude  after  death,  then  man's 
desires  are  frustrated;  then,  God,  Who  created  this  con 
stant  desire  of  happiness  in  the  soul,  continually 
deceives  him;  but  He  cannot  deceive  man,  for  He  is 
Infinite  Truth;  He  can  neither  deceive  nor  be  deceived; 
there  must,  therefore,  be  a  state  of  eternal  beatitude  for 
those  who  die  in  the  friendship  of  God. 

3d.  Rational  nature  requires  man  to  live  in  society; 
but  rational  nature  cannot  contradict  itself;  but  if  there 
is  no  future  state  of  a  happy  life,  rational  nature  contra 
dicts  itself.  The  nature  of  man  requires  him  to  live  in 
society;  to  prove  this  I  will  give  a  passage  from  St. 
Thomas:  "If  man  were  intended  to  live  alone  like 
many  animals,  he  would  be  his  own  king,  under  the 
supreme  command  of  God;  inasmuch  as  he  would  gov 
ern  himself  by  the  light  of  reason  given  him  by  the  Cre 
ator.  But  it  is  in  the  nature  of  man  to  be  a  social  and 
political  animal  living  in  community,  differently  from  all 
other  animals;  a  thing  which  is  clearly  shown  by  the 
necessity  of  his  nature. 

Nature  has  provided  for  other  animals  food,  skins 
for  a  covering,  means  of  defence, — as  teeth,  horns, 
claws,  or,  at  least  speed  in  flight;  but  she  has  not 
endowed  man  with  any  of  these  qualities;  and  instead, 
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she  has  given  him  reason,  by  which,  with  the  assistance 
of  his  hands,  he  can  procure  what  he  wants.  But  to 
procure  this  one  man  alone  is  not  enough,  for  he  is  not 
in  condition  to  preserve  his  own  life;  it  is  therefore  in 
man's  nature  to  live  in  society.  Moreover,  nature  has 
granted  to  other  animals  the  power  of  discerning  what 
is  useful  or  injurious  to  them;  thus  the  sheep  has  a  nat 
ural  horror  of  his  enemy,  the  wolf.  There  are  also  cer 
tain  animals  which  know  by  nature  the  herbs  which  are 
medicinal  to  them,  and  other  things  which  are  necessary 
for  their  preservation.  But  man  has  not  naturally  the 
knowledge  which  is  requisite  for  the  support  of  life 
except  in  society  inasmuch  as  the  aid  of  reason  is  capa 
ble  of  leading  from  universal  principles  to  the  know 
ledge  of  particular  things,  which  are  necessary  for  life. 
Thus,  then,  since  it  is  impossible  for  man  alone  to 
obtain  all  this  knowledge,  it  is  necessary  that  he  should 
live  in  society,  one  aiding  another;  each  applying  to  his 
to  his  own  task;  for  example,  some  in  medicine,  some 
in  one  way  and  some  in  another.  This  is  shown  with 
great  clearness  in  the  faculty  peculiar  to  man,  language, 
which  enables  him  to  communicate  his  thoughts  to 
others.  Indeed,  brute  animals  communicate  their  feel 
ings  in  glowing  terms  as  the  dog  communicates  his 
anger  by  barking,  and  other  animals  by  various  ways. 
But  man,  with  respect  to  his  fellows,  is  more  communi 
cative  than  any  other  animal;  even  those  which  are  most 
inclined  to  live  in  unison,  as  cranes  and  bees.  In  this 
sense  Solomon  says  in  Ecclesiastes:  'It  is  better  there 
fore  that  two  should  be  together  than  one,  for  they  have 
the  advantage  of  their  society.'  Thus,  if  it  be  natural 
for  man  to  live  in  society,  it  is  necessary  that  someone 
direct  the  multitude,  for  if  many  were  united,  and  each 
one  did  as  he  thought  proper,  they  would  fall  to  pieces 
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unless  some  one  looked  after  the  public  good;  as  would 
be  the  case  with  the  human  body,  and  that  of  any  other 
animal,  if  there  did  not  exist  a  power  to  watch  over  the 
welfare  of  all  the  members.  In  man  the  soul  directs 
the  body;  and  in  the  soul  the  feelings  of  anger  and  con 
cupiscence  are  governed  by  reason.  Among  the  mem 
bers  of  the  body  there  is  one  principal  one,  which 
directs  all;  as  the  heart  or  head.  There  ought,  then,  to 
be  in  every  multitude  some  governing  power."  (i) 

It  is  natural  for  each  member  of  the  human  body  to 
do  its  part  in  order  that  the  entire  body  may  be  pre 
served.  The  member  is  willing  to  undergo  the  greatest 
inconvenience,  and  even  death  itself  rather  than  let  the 
body  perish;  hence  men  submit  to  the  most  rigorous 
and  painful  treatment,  and  if  necessary,  have  a  member 
amputated  rather  than  submit  to  death.  Society  is 
composed  of  individuals,  and  rational  nature  impels 
them  to  make  great  sacrifices  for  the  preservation  of 
the  whole  body.  Each  member  is  bound  to  do  his 
part;  hence  when  the  body  is  attacked  the  members  fly 
to  its  defense,  and  if  necessary  expose  their  lives  to  the 
most  iminent  danger;  therefore  they  sacrifice  their  own 
individual  good  and  desire  of  happiness  on  the  altar  of 
public  good.  But  rational  nature  teaches  man  to  seek 
his  own  individual  good  and  desire  of  happiness;  there 
fore  if  there  is  no  happy  state  hereafter,  rational  nature 
contradicts  itself;  but  that  is  impossible.  It  is,  then, 
the  hope  of  reward  and  the  fear  of  punishment  here 
after  that  can  give  real  motives  to  each  member  of 
society  to  make  such  sacrifices. 

4th.  As  God  is  a  Being  of  infinite  holiness,  He 
must  will  that  man  should  spend  his  life  in  a  holy  man- 


(i)  DeRegimine  Principum.     Lib.  i,  cap.  i. 
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ner,  in  the  observance  of  the  order  established  to  lead 
him  to  eternal  beatitude  by  the  practice  of  virtue;  and 
for  this  reason  the  Divine  law  has  been  given  which 
man  is  bound  to  obey.  God  cannot  will — though  He 
can  permit  it — that  man  should  lead  a  wicked  life, 
should  violate  His  laws;  and  His  sanctity  cannot  pre 
vent  man  from  the  practice  of  virtue.  Virtue  is  a  men 
tal  quality  inducing  man  to  lead  a  life  of  rectitude,  to 
obey  the  laws  of  God.  To  lead  a  life  of  rectitude 
requires  that  man  curb  his  wicked  inclinations  and 
subjects  them  to  reason,  but  the  passions  of  the  human 
heart  are  strong  and  unruly;  courage,  strength  and 
labor  are  required  to  keep  them  in  subjection;  hence  the 
meaning  of  the  word  virtue  means  strength.  It  is  not 
easy,  but  a  very  difficult  and  an  arduous  task  for  a  man 
when  he  is  reviled,  maltreated  and  injured,  to  repress 
the  motions  of  anger,  to  stifle  the  spirit  of  revenge,  and 
to  practice  patience;  the  struggle  to  gain  the  victory  is 
not  light;  yet  many  thousands  have  been  and  are  found, 
who,  even  under  such  aggravating  circumstances,  have 
possessed  themselves  in  peace,  and  have  practiced  the 
virtue  of  patience  in  the  highest  degree.  But  if  there  is 
no  state  of  eternal  beatitude  for  man  after  death,  then  it 
would  follow  that  God  induces  man  to  lead  a  vicious 
rather  than  a  virtuous  life,  notwithstanding  the  Divine 
law  commanding  the  practice  of  virtue,  for  He  has 
implanted  in  the  heart  of  man,  a  natural  and  efficacious 
desire  of  happiness,  of  which  man  cannot  divest  him 
self;  but  to  command  and  forbid  at  the  same  time  is  a 
contradiction.  As  the  practice  of  virtue  requires  pain 
and  labor,  and  as  man  must  often  use  violence  to  lead  a 
life  of  rectitude,  the  labor  and  pain  do  certainly  not 
afford  pleasure  to  poor  human  nature.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  who  lives  according  to  his  vicious  inclinations, 
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escapes  the  pain  and  efforts  required  for  a  virtuous  life; 
therefore  if  there  is  no  happy  state  hereafter  for  a  virtu 
ous  life,  man  by  the  innate  desire  of  happiness,  would 
lead  a  vicious,  rather  than  a  virtuous  life;  that  would 
entirely  destroy  the  sanctity  of  God;  therefore  there 
must  be,  beyond  the  grave,  another  life  in  which  God 
will  reward  his  faithful  servants  and  punish  those  who 
rebel  against  His  Divine  Majesty. 


CHAPTER     TWENTIETH. 

THE    NECESSITY  OF  SUPERNATURAL 
REVELATION. 

IF  man  had  not  been  created  or  elevated  to  a  super 
natural  state  after  his  creation,  his  end  would  only 
have  been  in  the  natural  order.  His  end  in  the  natural 
order  would  have  been  that  of  natural  happiness,  or 
God  would  have  been  the  end  of  man  as  the  Author  of 
nature.  Billuart  says  that  the  ultimate  or  objective 
beatitude  of  man  in  a  purely  natural  state,  would  have 
been  God  as  the  Author  of  nature,  and  not,  according 
to  our  mode  of  conception,  as  the  Author  of  the  super 
natural:  "Finis  ultimus  seu  beatitudo  objectiva  in  hoc 
statu  for  el  Deus  ut  auctor  naturalis,  prout  modo  nostro  con- 
cipiendi,  distinguitur  a  seipso,  ut  auctor  supernaturalis." 

Man  would,  then,  not  have  stood  in  need  of  super 
natural  revelation,  or  it  would  not  have  been  necessary 
to  elevate  his  intellect  above  its  natural  powers,  so  as 
to  know  God  as  the  Author  of  the  supernatural,  for  we 
know  that  God  exists,  and  is  the  author  of  nature  by  the 
powers  of  our  natural  reason.  As  the  end  of  man  in  a 
state  of  pure  nature  would  have  been  in  the  natural 
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order,  so  also  the  means  to  gain  his  natural  end  would 
have  been  in  the  same  order,  as  natural  means  are 
adequate  or  sufficient  to  gain  a  natural  end. 

The  end  of  man,  however,  is  not  in  the  natural,  but 
in  the  supernatural  order,  because,  as  has  been  said,  he 
has  a  constant  desire  of  beatitude,  of  a  beatitude  which 
is  permanent,  and  of  which  desire  he  cannot  divest  him 
self,  as  is  evident  from  universal  experience;  no  man 
ever  denied  this  universal  and  constant  fact.  By  the 
power  of  his  nature,  man  cannot  obtain  the  happiness  of 
which  he  is  in  pursuit,  for  no  one  ever  attained  it  in  this 
life,  as  is  evident  from  experience,  and  from  the 
acknowledged  testimony  of  the  entire  human  race.  The 
happiness  of  which  man  is  in  pursuit,  and  which  is  not 
attainable  in  this  life,  is  beyond  or  above  his  natural 
powers,  and  is,  therefore,  supernatural.  Natural  reason 
has  only  what  is  essential  to  its  nature:  its  domain  is 
only  in  the  natural  order;  it  cannot,  therefore,  enter 
within  the  region  of  the  supernatural;  but  as  the  happi 
ness  or  beatitude,  of  which  man  is  in  pursuit,  cannot  be 
attained  by  the  powers  of  human  nature,  or,  in  other 
words,  as  it  is  supernatural,  human  or  natural  reason 
cannot  know  its  existence,  and  much  less  its  nature  and 
means  by  which  it  can  be  attained,  for  from  the  natural 
we  cannot  conclude  the  supernatural.  We  have,  then, 
the  idea  of  happiness  or  beatitude,  which  is  not  attain 
able  by  the  powers  of  human  nature,  and  the  desire  of 
which  man  cannot  divest  himself;  the  existence  of  this 
happiness,  then,  can  only  be  known  by  supernatural 
light;  but  this  desire  of  happiness  is  implanted  in  the 
human  soul  by  the  Creator;  therefore  the  end  of  man  is 
in  the  supernatural  order.  But  as  the  end  of  man  is  in 
the  supernatural  order,  the  means  to  obtain  it  must  also 
be  supernatural;  but  supernatural  means  cannot  be 
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known  by  the  light  of  natural  reason;  therefore  man 
stands  morally  in  need  of  supernatural  revelation  to 
know  the  means  to  gain  his  supernatural  end.  Man  is 
in  possession  of  supernatural  revelation,  at  least  in  as 
far  as  he  knows  the  existence  of  supernatural  happiness, 
a  happiness  not  attainable  by  his  natural  powers;  he  was 
therefore  never  created  or  placed  in  a  purely  natural 
state.  Moreover,  man  does  not  only  need  supernatural 
revelation  to  gain  his  supernatural  end;  but  in  fact  God 
has  made  it,  for  otherwise  He  would  have  destined  man 
for  a  supernatural  end  without  the  means  to  attain  it, 
which  cannot  be  admitted. 

In  relation  to  this  subject  Dr.  Brownson  says:  "But 
those  who  deny  revelation  and  the  supernatural  order, 
usually  hold  that  these  wants  and  aspirations,  which 
nothing  earthly  can  satisfy,  are  natural,  originate  in 
nature  alone.  Against  these  the  ordinary  argument  is 
good.  Either  these  wants  and  aspirations  proceed  from 
reminiscenses  of  Divine  revelation  and  from  the  fact 
that  man  is  under  a  supernatural  providence  and  des 
tined  to  a  supernatural  beatitude,  or  they  proceed  from 
nature  herself.  If  the  former,  the  controversy  is  at  an 
end,  and  you  concede  Divine  revelation  and  the  fact 
of  the  supernatural  order;  if  the  latter,  you  must  con 
cede  the  insufficiency  of  nature  or  reason  for  itself,  and 
then  the  necessity  of  Divine  revelation  and  supernatural 
assistance.  The  usual  argument  is  valid  as  an  argu- 
mentum  ad  hominem,  when  nature  is  taken  in  the  sensus 
divisus,  but  in  the  sensus  compositus,  as  including  all  that 
we  can  affirm  of  an  unsupernaturalized  or  unregenerated 
man, — in  which  sense  we  presume  it  is  usually  taken  by 
those  who  use  the  arguments.  Nature  means  in  their 
minds  whatever  is  true  of  man  considered  prior  to  his 
regeneration,  supernaturalization,  without  their  dis- 
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tinguishing  in  him  between  what  is  purely  natural  in  its 
origin,  and  what  he  owes  to  the  tradition  of  his  integral 
and  supernatural  state,  a  tradition  which  has  never  been 
wholly  lost  in  any  age  or  country,  with  any  people, 
tribe  or  individual.  So  taken,  we  accept  the  argument, 
and  have  ourselves  urged  it  more  than  once  with  all  the 
force  we  have.  But  we  may,  we  think,  obtain  a  still 
stronger  and  more  conclusive  argument  by  taking 
nature  in  the  sensus  divisus,  in  which  sense  it  has  not 
and  cannot  have  the  conception  of  its  own  insufficiency; 
for  in  that  sense  it  is  not  insufficient  for  itself,  as  we 
think  we  have  already  shown.  It  will,  then,  follow  that 
the  natural  has,  and  can  have  no  natural  conception  of 
the  supernatural  order.  The  order  of  grace  lies  above 
the  order  of  nature,  and  though  grace  supposes  nature, 
nature  does  not  suppose  grace.  Grace  is  neither 
included  nor  necessary  to  it  as  nature.  Evidently,  then 
nature  does  not,  and  by  itself  alone  cannot,  even  con 
ceive  of  the  supernatural.  The  need  of  grace  is  not  a 
natural  need,  for  if  it  were,  grace  would  not  be  grace, 
but  a  debt,  and  God,  having  created  nature,  would  have 
no  right  to  withhold  it.  Grace,  in  that  case,  would  not 
be,  in  relation  to  nature,  free  grace,  which  God,  not 
withstanding  His  decree  to  create  man,  is  free  to  grant 
or  withhold.  By  nature  or  natural  reason,  we  may  and 
do  know  with  certainty  that  God  exists;  but  that  He 
exists  as  the  Author  of  nature,  not  that  He  also  exists  as 
the  Author  of  grace,  or  as  the  Author  of  the  super 
natural.  From  the  fact  that  God  has  created  nature, 
we  cannot  conclude  that  He  has  created  the  order  of 
grace,  because  His  decree  to  create  the  order  of  grace 
is  not  involved  in  His  decree  to  create  the  order  of 
nature.  The  supernatural,  then,  is  neither  revealed  nor 
implied  in  the  order  of  nature,  and  is  for  it,  till  other- 
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wise  revealed,  as  if  it  were  not.  It  would  destroy  the 
very  fundamental  conception  of  grace  to  suppose  the 
decree  to  create  nature  did  not  leave  God  free  either  to 
grant  or  withhold  it.  Now,  we  say  that  what  rests,  so 
to  speak,  notwithstanding  the  creation  of  the 
order  of  nature,  in  the  free  will  of  God  to  give  or 
withhold,  cannot  be  asserted  or  indicated  in  any  way 
whatever  by  the  existence  of  the  natural  order  or  any 
thing  pertaining  to  it.  Evidently,  then,  man  could  not, 
by  nature  or  natural  reason,  know  or  conceive  of  the 
existence  of  God  as  the  Author  of  Grace,  or  of  a  super 
natural  order,  or  infer  from  anything  in  or  wanting  to 
nature,  the  existence  of  such  an  order.  Nothing  could 
lead  him  to  conceive  of  any  order  above  or  distinct  from 
the  natural  order.  He  could  no  more  conceive  of  it 
than  a  man  born  blind  could  conceive  of  colors,  or  a 
man  born  deaf  could  conceive  of  sound.  Yet  we  find 
that  all  the  world  has  in  some  form  the  conception  of 
the  supernatural,  and  is  either  asserting  or  denying  it; 
all  the  world  is  conscious  of  wants  and  aspirations  that 
nature  cannot  satisfy,  and  which  can  find  their  satisfac 
tion  only  in  the  possession  of  God  by  the  supernatural 
light  of  glory.  All  religions,  the  gross  forms  of  fetich- 
ism,  the  poetic  mythology  and  gorgeous  ceremonial 
of  polished  gentile  nations;  and  the  sublime  worship  of 
the  Christians,  alike  bear  witness  of  the  fact  of  these 
wants  and  aspirations,  and  to  the  fact  that  man  does 
conceive  of  the  supernatural,  and  the  reality  of  a  super 
natural  providence.  Now,  whence  these  conceptions 
and  these  wants  and  aspirations,  since  they  do  not  and 
cannot  proceed  from  nature  abandoned  to  itself?  The 
wants  and  aspirations  are  inconceivable  in  pure  nature, 
and  could  not  be  experienced,  if  it  were  not  a  fact  that 
man  is  placed  under  a  supernatural  providence,  and  has 
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not  provided  for  him  simply  natural  beatitude  for  his 
end.  Their  existence  from  the  first  with  all  men  is, 
then,  a  proof,  not  of  the  necessity,  but  of  the  fact  of  the 
supernatural  revelation,  for  unless  God  had  in  some 
way  affirmed  Himself  to  man  as  the  author  of  the  super 
natural,  as  he  affirms  Himself  to  natural  reason  as  the 
Author  of  nature,  they  could  not  have  existed."  (i) 

Though  the  gentiles  worshiped  many  gods  and  idols, 
yet  we  learn  from  the  most  ancient  records  of  history 
that  they  had  some  obscure  notions  of  a  primitive  reve 
lation.  Their  ancient  traditions  make  constant  reference 
to  a  golden  age,  which,  though  never  to  return,  is  a  per 
petual  theme  of  the  poets,  who  represent  it  as  the  peace 
ful,  happy,  and  glorious  epoch  of  the  human  race. 
Similar  references  to  some  past  ages  may  be  found  in 
the  tradition  of  every  nation,  and  imply  a  consciousness 
of  guilt  against  the  gods,  by  which  former  bliss  was  for 
feited,  and  grievious  evils  befell  the  world.  Alzog  says 
in  his  church  history:  "The  golden  age,  the  first  of  the 
world,  during  which,  according  to  Hesiod,  Cronos 
wielded  the  scepter,  differed  materially  from  the  silver 
and  brazen  ages,  but  still  more  from  the  age  of  iron,  so 
replete  with  misery  to  the  human  race.  During  the 
golden  age,  men  lived  like  gods;  their  minds  were  with 
out  care,  their  bodies  exempt  from  toil,  and  their  days 
spent  in  one  continual  round  of  banqueting  and  pleas 
ure.  They  enjoyed  in  peace  the  fruits  which  the  earth 
produced  spontaneously  and  in  abundance.  After  a 
time  Cronos  and  Titans,  aided  by  the  powers  of  dark 
ness,  Cyclops  and  Hecatoncheirs,  rebelled  against 
heaven,  and  were  speedily  punished  for  their  temerity. 
Cronos  was  stripped  of  his  sovereignty,  and  the  golden 


(i)  Brownson's  Review,  July  1858. 
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age  came  to  an  end.  The  myth  of  Prometheus  is  prob 
ably  of  the  same  origin.  He  was  excluded  from  the 
company  of  the  gods  on  account  of  his  ingratitude. 
Pandora,  a  woman  formed  of  earth  and  water  by 
Hephaestos,  completed  his  ruin. 

Legends  of  various  ages  of  the  world  are  also  found 
among  the  Roman  and  Italic  nations  in  pretty  much  the 
same  form,  with  the  exception  that  Saturn  takes  the 
place  of  Cronos.  In  the  ancient  myths  of  northern 
nations,  the  Ases,  who  are  sometimes  represented  as 
gods,  and  at  other  times  as  men,  are  said  to  have 
enjoyed  in  the  beginning  of  the  world  the  privilege  of 
dwelling  in  Asgard,  or  paradise,  from  which  they  were 
excluded  on  account  of  their  excessive  love  of  money 
and  woman's  lust.  There  exist  in  Asia  still  more  strik 
ing  evidences  of  this  tradition.  The  Hindoo  legend 
enumerates  four  ages  of  the  world,  the  first  of  which  is 
the  age  of  truth,  when  Brahma,  the  first  man,  lived, 
who,  because  of  pride,  was  expelled  from  Brahmapetna, 
or  paradise.  A  tradition  has  been  preserved  among  the 
Chinese  sect  of  Tao-tse,  according  to  which,  men  in  ages 
long  gone  by,  are  said  to  have  lived  in  a  state  of  perfect 
happiness,  and  in  complete  accord  with  the  brute 
creadon.  The  legend  goes  on  to  say  that  after  they  had 
enjoyed  this  felicity  for  many  generations,  Fo-hi,  begot 
ten  of  a  dragon  that  came  out  of  the  deep,  acquired 
knowledge  which  instantly  dispelled  their  happiness. 
The  Zendavesta  or  holy  books  of  the  Persians,  also  give 
four  ages  of  the  world,  during  the  first  of  which  the  land 
created  by  Ormuzd,  is  represented  as  the  abode  of 
peace  and  plenty;  but  the  first  men  suffered  themselves 
to  be  deluded  by  Ahriman,  and  lost,  in  consequence, 
the  hundred  happinesses  which  they  had  hitherto 
enjoyed."  (i) 


(i)  Alzog's  Church  History,  vol.  i,  page  65. 
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It  is  not  difficult  to  perceive  that  in  these  corrupt 
traditions  of  paganism,  underlie  the  doctrines  which 
teach  that  man  was  created  or  constituted  in  a  state  of 
innocence,  that  he  lost  his  innocence  by  his  transgres 
sion,  and  in  consequence  was  expelled  from  paradise. 
There  also  underlie  under  them  the  rebellion  and  fall  of 
angels.  Many  more  traces  of  other  doctrines  of  primi 
tive  revelation  can  be  found  in  the  depraved  traditions 
of  gentileism,  but  from,  those  already  given,  we  can 
easily  infer  that  gentileism  or  paganism  is  the  great 
apostasy  of  primitive  revelation,  or  of  the  patriarchal 
religion. 

Now  the  fact  is  constant  and  universal,  that  all  those 
nations  or  people,  who  lost  sight  of  revelation,  did  not 
give  to  God  the  honor  and  worship  due  to  Him,  and 
also  did  not  observe  the  natural  law;  and  hence,  though 
revelation  was  given  to  man  from  the  beginning,  we 
infer  its  necessity. 

We  know  with  certainty,  or  we  can  without  any 
doubt  demonstrate  from  natural  reason,  that  there  is 
only  one  true  God  infinitely  perfect,  a  most  pure  act, 
and  the  Author  of  nature;  Aristotle  has  shown  this 
admirably  well  in  his  metaphysics.  Natural  reason 
proves  not  only  the  existence  of  God,  but  also  that  He 
is  the  Creator  of  the  universe,  and  that  He  was  not 
necessitated  to  create,  but  that  creation  is  a  free  act  on 
the  part  of  God.  As  man  is  created  by  God,  he  is  the 
property  of  his  Creator  and  entirely  dependent  on  Him. 
Even  though  man  had  not  been  illuminated  by  the  light 
of  supernatural  revelation,  his  reason  teaches  him  the 
moral  obligation  of  acknowledging  his  entire  depend 
ence  on  his  Creator,  and  of  giving  Him  due  worship. 
Hence,  when  he  fails  to  discharge  his  duty  towards  his 
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Creator,  he  acts  contrary  to  the  dictates  of  his  con 
science,  and  consequently  sins  against  reason. 

But  the  gentiles  or  pagans  acknowledged  and  wor 
shiped  many  gods;  and  yet  they  knew,  or  at  least  could 
know,  by  their  light  of  natural  reason,  that  there  can 
be  only  one  true  God,  the  Creator,  Preserver  and  Gov 
ernor  of  the  universe;  they  therefore  sinned  against  the 
natural  law,  and  consequently  against  reason.  Besides, 
we  know  from  Homer,  Virgil,  Hesiod  and  from  other 
pagan  writers,  who  certainly  were  fair  exponents  of  the 
heathen  theogony  and  of  gentile  theology,  that  the 
pagans  attributed  vices  and  even  gross  immoralities  not 
only  to  some  of  their  inferior  divinities,  but  even 
Jupiter,  the  father  of  gods  and  men,  is  represented  as 
grossly  immoral.  These  gods,  contaminated  with 
crimes,  were  held  up  by  the  pagans  as  objects  of  public 
veneration  and  worship;  they  therefore,  contrary  to  the 
light  of  natural  reason,  sanctioned  and  approved  the 
vices  and  crimes  of  their  gods. 

The  effect  of  the  teachings  of  paganism  on  society 
can  easily  be  conjectured.  In  relation  to  it  Darras  says 
in  his  church  history:  "Gods  of  wood  or  stone 
assumed  every  form;  animals,  garden  vegetables,  all  had 
their  altars;  and  a  point  was  reached  where  nothing  had 

the  honor  due  to  the  Divinity  but  sensuality  or  vice 

The  family  existed  only  in  name;  and  the  emperors 
were  obliged  to  enact  laws  to  prevent  the  extinction  of 
the  human  race  through  an  infamous  celibacy.  Slavery 
was  the  common  law,  and  the  wife,  in  every  rank,  was 
only  the  chief  of  slaves.  Legality  of  divorce,  lawful 
prostitution,  the  exposure  of  infants,  authorized  mur 
der,  at  the  public  festivals  or  in  the  family,  arbitrary 
punishment  of  the  condemned;  all  were  characteristic 
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signs    of    a  profound    degradation  beyond   the  reach  of 
human  remedy. "   (i) 

Mr.  Allies,  in  his  "Formation  of  Christendom"  gives 
a  further  description  of  the  corrupt  morals  of  the  pagan 
world;  he  says:  "Varro,  whom  Cicero  calls  the  most 
acute  and  learned  writer,  and  whose  great  work  in 
forty-one  books,  he  praised  as  containing  the  names, 
classes  and  causes  of  all  divine  and  human  things, 
divided  theology  into  fabulous,  that  natural,  this  civil. 
In  the  first,  he  said,  are  many  fictions  unworthy  of  the 
nature  and  the  dignity  of  immortal  beings;  such  as  that 
one  god  sprung  from  the  head,  another  from  the  thigh, 
another  from  drops  of  blood;  such  again  as,  the  gods 
were  thieves  or  adulterers,  or  became  slaves  to  men. 
In  fact,  this  fabulous  theology  attributed  everything  to 
them  which  might  happen  not  merely  to  a  man,  but  to 
the  most  contemptible  of  men  (2).  Let  us  leave  what 
he  calls  natural  theology,  which  belongs  to  the  discus 
sion  of  philosophers  concerning  the  physical  nature  of 
the  gods  and  proceed  to  the  third,  which  he  calls  civil, 
and  which  is  that  which  the  citizens,  and  especially  the 
priests  of  human  communities,  are  bound  to  know  and 
administer.  This  treats  of  what  gods  are  to  be  wor 
shiped  and  with  what  rites  and  sacrifices.  The  first 
theology  he  says,  belongs  to  the  theatre.  The  second 
to  the  universe,  the  third  to  the  city.  St.  Augustin, 
commenting  at  length  upon  this  division,  proves  that 
the  first  and  third,  the  fabulous  and  civil,  are,  in  fact, 
identical,  since  the  universe  is  a  divine  work,  but  the 
theatre  and  the  city  are  the  works  of  men.  The  theatre 
is  indeed  made  for  the  city,  and  the  very  same  gods  are 


(i)  Darras'    Church    History,    vol.    i,    page    16.     (2)    See   Varro 
quoted  by  St.  Augustin,  De.  Civ.  Dei.  Lib.  16.     5. 
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ridiculed  on  the  stage  who  are  adored  in  the  temple; 
the  same  have  games  exhibited  in  their  honor  and  vic 
tims  sacrificed  to  them.  The  images,  features,  ages, 
sexes,  bearings  of  the  gods  in  the  one  and  in  the  other 
are  the  same.  Thus  the  fabulous,  theatrical,  and 
scenic  theology,  full  of  everything  vile  and  criminal,  is 
actually  a  part  of  the  civil,  cohering  with  it  as  limb  with 
limb  in  the  same  body."  (i) 

The  author,  after  describing  the  pagan  theatres,  thus 
continues:  ''But  what  the  theatres  represented  in 
mimic  action,  was  the  exact  image  as  reflected  in  a 
mirror  of  what  was  transacted  at  the  solemn  service  of 
the  gods  in  unnumbered  temples.  This  was  the  exact 
image,  so  far  as  it  went,  yet  stopping  short  in  some 
respects,  for  our  eye-witness  above  cited,  declares  that 
gratitude  was  due  to  the  actors,  inasmuch  as  they 
spared  the  eyes  of  men,  and  did  not  lay  open  in  the 
theatre  all  that  was  hidden  within  the  walls  of  the  tem 
ples.  It  was  enough,  then,  that  all  the  many  games 
and  spectacles,  in  which  things  were  represented,  were 
dedicated  to  the  gods,  and  acted  under  their  special 
sanction,  e/en  enjoyed  by  them  as  means  to  gain  their 
favor  or  averting  their  wrath,  which  alone  would  have 
made  them  answerable  for  the  immorality  so  portrayed; 
not  enough  even  that  actions  of  this  quality  were  in  the 
theatres  ascribed  to  the  god  who  presided  over  them; 
but  these  acts  of  immorality  were  not  fictions  of  poets 
or  of  the  acting  players,  but  the  very  substance  of  the 
theology  itself  in  which  the  worship  of  all  these  nations 
was  embodied.  Priapus  appeared  to  make  a  laugh  on 
the  stage  exactly  in  the  costume  in  which  he  was  wor 
shiped  in  the  temples,  or  in  which  he  entered  into  the 

(i)  St.  Augustin,  De  Civ  Lib  6,  5,  6,  7. 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  149 

rights  of  marriage;  a  costume  of  indescribable  turpitude, 
the  shame  of  the  human  race.  The  players  on  the 
stage  and  the  statues  in  the  temples  equally  exhibited 
Jove  bearded  and  Mercury  beardless,  Saturn  in  decrepi 
tude  and  Apollo  in  youthful  beauty.  In  the  rites  of 
Juno,  of  Ceres,  of  Venus,  of  the  mother  of  the  gods, 
words  were  spoken  and  scenes  were  acted  as  no  decent 
person  would  suffer  to  be  spoken  or  acted  before  his 
own  mother;  or  rather,  they,  contained,  as  a  portion  of 
themselves,  the  worst  crimes  which  the  theatre  repre 
sented;  nay,  crimes,  which  they  stopped  short  of  acting, 
and  persons  so  infamous  that  they  were  not  tolerated, 
even  on  the  stage,  were  yet  to  take  part  in  the  civil  dis 
honor.  What,  then,  was  the  nature  of  those  rites 
wherein  those  chosen  to  take  part  with  the  utmost  license 
of  the  stage  banished  from  its  boards?"  Qua  sunt  ergo 
ilia  sacra  quibus  agendistales  elegit  sanctitas  quales  nee 
thymelica  in  se  admitit  obswnitas.  '  (De  Civ  Dei,  6,  7.)  (i) 
Again  he  says:  "On  the  other  hand,  the  same  eye-wit 
ness  challenges  the  defenders  of  the  pagans  to  produce 
a  single  instance  where  moral  precepts  of  living  were 
delivered  to  their  worshipers  upon  divine  authority. 
True,  indeed,  there  were,  here  and  there,  whispers  of 
secret  rites  in  which  a  pure  and  chaste  life  was  recom 
mended,  but  where,  were  the  buildings  dedicated  to  the 
public  preaching  of  such  truths?  Places  there  were  in 
abundance  consecrated  to  the  celebration  of  infamous 
games  rightly  termed  Fugalia,  since  they  put  modesty 
and  decency  to  flight,  but  none,  where  the  people  might 
listen  to  divine  commands,  repressing  avaric-3,  ambition 
or  unchaste  desire.  Thus  with  the  positive  inculcation 
of  all  evil,  under  the  cover  of  their  own  example,  was 
united  negative  absence  of  all  moral  teaching.  (2) 

(i)  Allies,  Formation  of  Christianity,  Chap.  7.     (2)    St.  Aug.  De. 
Civ.  2,  6.     See  also  Sec.  28. 
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For  even  the  prayers,  which  accompanied  these  sacri 
fices  and  ceremonial,  and  this  lavish  exhibition  of  every 
human  wickedness,  under  divine  names,  were  not 
addressed  for  moral  goods,  but  for  wealth,  bodily 
strength,  temporal  prosperity.  Horace  but  expresses 
the  general  mind  where  he  says: 

"Sed  satis  est  or  are  Jovem  qute  et  aufert; 

Det  vitam,  del  opes,  (zqtitttn  mi  animum  ipse  parabo."     (/) 


But  it  is  alleged  that  the  philosophers  taught  the 
true  principles  of  morality,  that  the  people  were  conver 
sant  with  their  writings,  and  at  least  a  large  portion  of 
the  populace  lived  in  conformity  with  these  principles. 
The  alligation  has  no  foundation  in  fact,  for  it  is  histor 
ically  true  that  the  pagan  philosophers  hastened  the 
downfall  of  popular  belief.  Plato,  himself,  perhaps  the 
greatest  of  them,  surrounded  by  the  most  magnificent 
temples  and  beautiful  statues  of  the  gods,  says:  "It  is 
difficult  to  find  God,  and  when  found  it  is  impossible  to 
make  Him  known  to  the  multitude." 

Though  pagan  philosophy  contained  some  truths,  it 
nevertheless  taught  many  errors.  Even  Plato's  philos 
ophy  is  not  free  from  error.  It  is  true  that  he  taught 
the  existence  of  one  Supreme  Being  essentially  free,. 
wise  and  just;  but  he  also  taught  that  there  existed  an 
ideal  world,  and  an  elementary,  chaotic  and  shapeless 
mass  of  matter,  by  the  union  of  which  the  Deity  made 
the  soul  of  the  world,  then  formed  an  organic  world 
exhibiting  marks  of  design,  and  afterwards  created 
souls.  Thus  he  makes  pre-existing  matter  and  his  ideal 
world  self-sustaining,  or  existing  by  the  necessity  of 
their  nature,  and  consequently  eternal,  and  hence,  God, 
and  therefore  falls  into  pantheism,  only  another  form  of 


(i)  Allie's  Formation  of  Christianity.     Chap.  7. 
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atheism.  He  moreover  taught,  in  his  "Republic,"  that 
intoxication  is  lawful  at  the  feasts  of  Bacchus,  and  that 
it  is  also  lawful  for  parents  to  abandon  their  children 
and  leave  them  exposed  to  perish. 

Aristotle,  the  founder  of  the  paripatetic  school  of 
philosophy,  is  not  less,  perhaps  more  unsound  than 
Plato.  He  entirely  rejected  the  ideal  system  of  Plato, 
and  taught  that  all  knowledge  is  the  fruit  of  experience 
and  the  conclusions  derived  from  its  legitimate  reason 
ing;  and  is  on  this  account  recognized  as  the  philoso 
pher  of  science.  He  confined  himself  entirely  to  the 
powers  of  nature,  which  he  considered  eternal  and 
immutable,  and  never  went  beyond  the  rigorous  con 
clusions  which  they  were  intended.  He  assumed  that  a 
Supreme  Intelligence  had  constituted  the  universe 
according  to  fixed  and  unchangeable  laws,  and  thus 
limiting  the  power  of  God,  and  practically  rejecting  His 
personal,  wise  and  holy  providence  in  human  affairs, 
and  denying  the  free  will  of  man,  struck  at  the  very 
foundation  of  all  true  religion.  His  ethical  teaching 
was  in  perfect  harmony  with  his  empirical  method,  and 
was  rarely  more  than  a  respectable  worldly  prudence. 
Utility  and  expediency  were  with  him  the  measure  of 
the  means  to  be  employed  for  the  attainment  of  happi 
ness,  and  on  this  principle  he  advocated  the  lawfulness 
of  slavery,  and  so  far  lost  sight  of  the  dignity  of  man  in 
this  condition,  that  he  affirmed  there  is  no  reasoning 
faculty  in  the  soul  of  the  slave. 

Paganism  was  not  of  short  duration;  its  origin  can 
be  traced  back  to  the  earlier  ages  of  the  world,  and  was 
not  confined  to  one  country,  but  prevailed  in  every  land 
except  that  of  the  Jews.  When  paganism  was  at  its 
height,  Christianity  appeared,  and,  like  a  mustard  seed 
which  springs  up  and  becomes  a  tree,  had  a  small  and 
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humble  beginning,  but  erected  itself  into  a  great  tree, 
and  extended  its  branches  over  the  world.  It  gave  the 
world  a  true  idea  of  God  and  His  attributes,  and  taught 
a  true,  a  pure  morality  based  on  supernatural  revelation; 
hence  its  struggle  with  paganism.  It  is  not  surprising 
that  paganism,  which  had  been  the  dominant  religious 
system  for  ages,  which  had  fostered  the  corrupt  passions 
of  the  human  heart,  and  had  been  upheld  by  the 
tradition  of  ages,  should  make  every  resistance  against 
.the  propagation  of  the  Christian  faith.  Christianity 
entered  the  contest  without  any  other  arms  than  prayer, 
patience  and  trust  in  God;  and  a  bloody  battle  ensued 
which  lasted  for  three  hundred  years;  when  finally 
paganism  was  vanquished,  and  the  cross  became  the 
standard  of  the  Roman  Empire.  Hence,  from  these 
facts  before  us,  and  from  all  the  circumstances  con 
nected  with  them,  we  can  reasonably  conclude  that  man 
stands  morally  in  need  of  supernatural  revelation. 


CHAPTER    TWENTY-FIRST. 

UNIVERSALISM  VIRTUALLY  DENIES  THE 

NECESSITY  OF  SUPERNATURAL 

REVELATION. 

THE  main  doctrine  of  Universalism  is  that  there  is 
no  place  of  eternal  punishment,  that  all  men, 
irrespective  of  the  good  or  evil  done  in  life,  will  be 
admitted  after  death  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  beatific 
vision.  We  have  seen  that  the  end  of  man  is  in  the 
supernatural  order,  that  he  must  have  supernatural  rev 
elation  to  know  the  means  by  which  he  can  attain  the 
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end  for  which  God  created  him.  But  if,  according  to 
Universalism,  there  is  no  eternal  punishment  reserved 
after  death  for  the  wicked,  then  the  infidel,  the  pagan, 
the  idolator,  in  fine,  all  who  deny  supernatural  revela 
tion  and  all  who  live  contrary  to  what  it  teaches,  or  con 
trary  to  the  order  which  God  has  established  for  the 
attainment  of  man's  last  end,  will  after  this  life,  enter 
the  realms  of  eternal  happiness;  therefore,  according  to 
the  principle  of  Universalism,  there  is  not  the  slightest 
need  of  either  natural  or  supernatural  revelation.  In 
order  to  refute  the  Universalist,  we  must  prove  to  him 
the  doctrine  of  eternal  punishment  which  is  reserved  for 
the  wicked  after  death.  To  do  this  without  calling 
supernatural  revelation  to  our  aid  is  not  an  easy  task; 
yet  the  difficulty  does  not  appear  insurmountable. 

Atheism  destroys  the  motives  for  shunning  vice  and 
for  practicing  virtue;  for  if  there  is  no  God  Who  will 
reward  the  good  and  punish  the  wicked  after  death, 
then,  there  can  be  no  Divine  law,  and  conse 
quently  no  motives  for  practicing  virtue.  Men,  as 
woful  experiences  teach,  are  more  inclined  to  follow 
corrupt  nature,  the  dictates  of  their  passions,  than  to 
lead  virtuous  lives,  to  subject  their  evil  inclinations  to 
the  ordinance  of  reason;  hence  atheism  destroys  morality 
by  removing  and  annihilating  the  motives  which  induce 
men  to  observe  the  ethical  order,  to  live  according  to 
its  dictates.  The  doctrine  of  the  non-existence  of  eter 
nal  punishment  is  equally  baneful  to  man  and  society, 
for  if  no  place  of  eternal  punishment  awaits  the  wicked, 
if  the  transgressor  of  God's  holy  laws,  as  well  as  he  who 
observes  the  order  which  leads  to  the  end  of  his  creation, 
will  be  admitted  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  beatific  vision 
after  death,  then,  Universalism,  as  well  as  atheism, 
destroys  the  motives  for  practicing  virtue,  and  removes 
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the  restraint  which  deters  men  from  the  commission  of 
crime;  hence  Universalism,  as  well  as  atheism,  destroys 
the  morality  of  the  people,  and  opens  the  door  to 
frightful  disorders. 

The  workings  of  the  doctrine  of  the  non-existence  of 
hell,  or  of  non-eternal  punishment,  can  easily  be  seen  in 
the  daily  criminal  records  in  our  journals;  such  as  murders, 
robberies,  frauds,  in  fine,  crime  of  almost  every  descrip 
tion.  It  would  be  difficult  to  conceive  how  these  perpe 
trators  can  sink  into  such  a  depth  of  depravity  unless 
they  strive  to  obliterate  the  truth  from  their  minds  that 
God  will  visit  crime  in  the  next  world  with  adequate 
punishment.  Man  is  a  rational  being  and  has  therefore 
dominion  over  his  actions;  if  he  acts  according  to  his 
rationality,  he  must  propose  some  end,  for  to  act 
rationally  or  freely  is  to  choose  something;  to  choose  or 
select  something  is  to  act  for  some  design;  but  to  pro 
pose  something  or  to  act  for  some  design  is  to  act  for  an 
end.  Supernatural  prudence  consists  in  using  the 
supernatural  means  to  gain  the  supernatural  end  in 
view;  hence  when  a  man  uses  the  supernatural  means 
which  will  lead  him  to  his  supernatural  end,  he  prac 
tices  the  virtue  of  supernatural  prudence  and  acts  con 
sistently.  Universalism,  if  it  acts  logically  and  con 
sistently  with  itself,  does  not  need  to  practice  super 
natural  prudence,  for  if  there  be  no  place  of  eternal 
punishment  for  the  wicked,  it  will  gain  its  supernatural 
end,  heaven  and  the  enjoyment  of  God  for  all  eternity, 
without  using  any  means  to  gain  eternal  happiness.  It 
is  no  wonder,  then,  that  crime  is  everywhere  on  the 
increase. 

Universalism  does  not  even  follow  the  dictates  of 
prudence  in  the  natural  order,  and  does  not  act  consist 
ently  with  itself,  for  it  expends  vast  treasures  in  erect- 
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ing  magnificent  temples  on  which  art  and  skill  lavish 
their  beauty;  and  it  moreover  pays  large  sums  of  money 
to  its  ministers  to  preach  its  doctrines;  but  if  there  be 
no  place  of  eternal  punishment,  if  all,  both  just  and 
wicked,  will  be  saved,  then  there  is  no  need  for  either 
temples  or  ministers.  It  would  be  more  consistent  for 
Universalism  to  convert  its  temples  into  commercial 
establishments,  or  into  some  other  houses  of  emoluments. 
But  it  professes  to  inculcate  principles  of  rectitude,  to 
direct  men  and  society  and  to  teach  the  love  and  wor 
ship  of  God.  By  denying  eternal  punishment,  and  by 
teaching  that  all  men,  irrespective  of  the  good  or  evil 
done  in  life,  it,  as  we  have  already  seen,  destroys  the 
motives  for  practicing  virtue;  its  pretentious  are  there 
fore  idle  and  worthless,  and  it  follows  that  it  does  not 
even  adhere  to  the  dictates  of  natural  prudence,  and  is 
no't  consistent  with  itself. 

Among  the  ancients  Epicurus  and  a  few  other  phi 
losophers  taught*  that  the  human  soul  is  material  and 
therefore  subject  to  perish  with  the  body;  but  if  the 
soul  perishes  with  the  body  there  can  be  no  punishment 
of  any  kind  for  it  after  death;  hence  these  ancient 
materialists  indirectly  denied  eternal  punishment. 
Materialism  was  scarcely  known  among  the  ancients; 
they  believed  that  the  soul  would  survive  the  body,  and 
would  be  rewarded  or  punished  for  the  good  or  bad 
deeds  done  in  life;  but  Universalism  holds  that  the  soul 
is  immortal  and  therefore  immaterial;  it  cannot,  there 
fore  claim  ancient  materialism  for  its  patron.  Perhaps 
the  Universalist  claims  Origin  for  his  patron.  He  was 
one  of  the  most  distinguished  writers  of  the  third  cen 
tury;  and  has  left  us  a  treasure  of  valuable  work;  and 
by  his  orthodox  writing  deserves  well  of  the  church; 
but  "unfortunately  in  his  book  on  '  'First  Principles"  he 
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went  astray.  He  was  the  author  of  the  doctrine  which 
holds  that,  eventually,  there  will  be  a  universal  restora 
tion,  not  only  of  all  the  damned  in  hell,  but  also  of  the 
demons.  St.  Augustin,  writing  against  those  who  held 
Origin's  opinion  of  universal  restoration,  says,  in  the 
twenty-first  chapter  in  his  first  book  De  "Civitate  Dei:" 

"I  must  now,  I  see,  enter  the  list  of  amicable  con 
troversy  with  those  tender-hearted  Christians  who 
decline  to  believe  that  any  or  all  those  whom  the  infalli 
bly  just  Judge  may  pronounce  worthy  of  the  punish 
ment  of  hell,  shall  suffer  eternally,  and  who  suppose 
that  they  shall  be  delivered  after- a  fixed  term  of  punish 
ment,  longer  or  shorter  according  to  the  amount  of  each 
man's  sin.  In  respect  of  this  matter,  Origin  was  even 
more  indulgent,  for  he  believed  that  even  the  devil  him 
self  and  his  angels,  after  suffering  those  more  severe 
and  prolonged  pains  which  their  sins  deserved,  should 
be  delivered  from  their  torments  and  be  associated  with 
the  holy  angels.  But  the  church,  not  without  reason, 
condemned  him  for  this  and  other  errors,  especially  for 
his  theory  of  ceaseless  alternations  of  happiness  and 
misery,  and  the  interminable  transition  from  one  state 
to  another  at  fixed  periods  of  ages;  for  in  this  he  lost 
even  the  credit  of  being  merciful,  by  allotting  to  the 
saints  real  misery  for  the  expiation  of  their  sins,  and 
false  happiness  which  brought  them  no  true  and  secure 
joy,  that  is  no  fearless  assurance  of  eternal  blessedness." 

From  the  time  of  St.  Augustin  no  traces  can  be 
found  of  the  doctrine  of  universal  restoration,  if  there 
were  any  who  adhered  to  it  their  number  must  have 
been  small,  and  they  could  not  have  professed  it  as  a 
sect,  but  rather  as  '.individuals.  The  doctrine  was 
revived  in  the  fifteenth  century.  The  Socinians  rejected 
all  mysteries  from  the  fact  that  they  were  mysteries,  be- 
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cause  reason  cannot  fathom  them.      These   Rationalists 
of  the    sixteenth  century,    as  a    logical    deduction    from 
their  rational  principles,  among   other  revealed   truths, 
rejected  the  doctrine  of   eternal  punishment;  they  main 
tained  that,  after  a  greater  or   less  duration,  all   created 
beings  would  return  to  nothing.      "The    Christian    Spec 
tator"  says  that  in  the  fifteenth  century  it   was  a  matter 
of  course  that    the  doctrine    of    ultimate  restoration    of 
all  fallen   intelligences  to   perfect    rectitude  and    happi 
ness  should  find  some  to  embrace  it;  and  some  to  argue 
for  it.      Yet   it  was  held  by   individuals,  separately    and 
unconnectedly,  rather   than  by  embodied   communities. 
The    "Christian  Spectator"  says:      "The    origin  of    Uni- 
versalism,  as  a  sect,  may   be  traced  to    England,  and  to 
the  times  of  the  extended  religious   excitement  there   in 
connection    with     the     preaching    of     Whitefield     and 
the    Wesleys.     James     Relley,     one     of     Whitefield's 
preachers,  dissatisfied  with   the  high-toned   doctrine    of 
that  remarkable  man;  yet  probably  infected  deeply  with 
Antinomian  views  of  imputation  and  atonement,  gradu 
ally  swerved  from  the  faith  and  formed  a  scheme  pecul 
iar  to  himself,  a  scheme  which  represents   that  all    men 
shall  be  saved,  as  the  grand  leading    doctrine  of    Chris 
tian  revelation.. Among  the  disciples  of  Relley  was 

John  Marray."  (i).  Again  he  says:  "About  ten  years 
after  Marray's  arrival  in  this  country,  while  Universal- 
ism  was  in  its  nascent  state,  Elhanan  Winchester,  a 
Baptist  minister  of  considerable  popular  reputation,  and 
of  no  mean  talents,  came  out  in  Philadelphia,  where  he 
was  preaching  the  doctrine  of  universal  restoration. 
He  drew  with  him  to  a  separate  place  of  worship,  a 
large  part  of  the  congregation  to  which  he  had  been 
ministering,  and  appears  to  have  excited,  for  a  time,  no 
little  attention.  Six  years  afterwards  he  suddenly  left 
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them  and  went  to  England  where  he  succeeded  in  gath 
ering  a  congregation  in  the  metropolis,  which  is  now 
reckoned  among  the  Unitarian  churches  of  that  country. 
Returning  to  the  United  States  in  1794,  ne  was  an  itin 
erant  till  his  death,  which  occurred  at  Hartford  in  1797. 
These  two  men  (Marray  and  Winchester)  Universalism 
acknowledges  as  its  founders  and  heads."  (i) 

Though  Marray  and  Winchester  held  that  punish 
ment  awaits  the  wicked  after  death;  but  they  main 
tained  that  it  was  temporal  and  not  eternal.  They  dis 
agreed  in  many  points,  yet  their  views,  with  regard  to 
universal  restoration,  were  the  same.  It  is  not  neces 
sary  to  show  their  different  views,  as  they  agree  in 
teaching  that  there  is  no  eternal  punishment  hereafter. 

That  it  was  the  belief  of  all  nations  in  all  times  that 
eternal  punishment  is  reserved  for  the  wicked,  is  a  uni 
versal  fact,  as  history,  even  the  most  ancient,  testifies: 

"Facilis  descensus  Averno  est; 
Nodes  atque  dies  patet  atri  Jamia  Ditis" 
Easy  is  the  path  that  leads  down  to  hell: 
Pluto's  gate  stands  open  night  and  day. 

Such  is  the  language  of  the  pagan  poet,  Virgil.  In 
another  part  of  the  sixth  book  of  the  ^Eneid  he  gives  a 
graphic  description  of  hell  according  to  the  pagan 
notion;  he  says: 

"The  hero  looking  on  the  left  espied 

A  lofty  tow'  r,  and  strong  on  ev'ry  side, 

With  treble  walls,  which  Phlegethon  surrounds, 

Whose  fiery  flood  the  burning  empire  bounds: 

And  press' d  betwixt  the  rock,  the  bellowing  noise  resounds, 

Wide  is  the  fronting  gate  and  rais'd  on  high 

With  adamantine  columns  threats  the  sky. 

Vain  is  the  force  of  man,  and  heav'n's  as  vain, 

To  crush  the  pillars  which  the  pile  sustains, 


(i)  Vol.  5,  page  270.     (2)  Page  272. 
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Sublime  on  these,  a  tow'r  of  steel  is  rear'd, 

And  dire  Tisiphone  there  keeps  her  ward, 

Girt  in  her  sanguine  gown  by  night  and  day, 

Observant  of  the  souls  that  pass  the  downward  way. 

From  hence  are  heard  the  groans  of  ghosts,  the  pains 

Of  sounding  lashes  and  of  dragging  chains. 

The  Trojan  stood  astonish'd  at  the  cries, 

And  ask'd  his  guide  from  whence  those  yells  arise; 

And  what  the  crimes,  and  what  the  tortures  were, 

And  loud  laments  that  rent  liquid  air. 

She  thus  replied:     "The  chaste  and  holy  race 

Are  all  forbidden  this  polluted  place. 

But  Hecate  when  she  gave  to  rule  the  woods, 

Then  led  me  trembling  through  the  dire  abodes, 

And  taught  the  tortures  of  th'  avenging  gods. 

These  are  the  realms  of  unrelenting  fate, 

And  awful  Rhadamanthus  rules  the  state; 

He  hears  and  judges  each  committed  crime, 

Inquires  into  the  manner,  place  and  time. 
The  conscious  wretch  must  all  his  acts  reveal 

(Loth  to  confess,  unable  to  conceal,) 

From  the  first  moment  of  his  vital  breath, 
To  his  last  hour  of  unrepenting  death. 

Straight  o'er  the  guilty  ghost,  the  Fury  shakes 
The  sounding  whip,  and  brandishes  her  snakes, 
And  the  pale  sinner  with  her  sister  stakes. 
Then,  of  itself,  unfolds  the  eternal  door: 
With  dreadful  sounds  the  brazen  hinges  roar. 
You  see,  before  the  gate,  what  stalking  ghost 
Commands  regird,  what  sentinel  keeps  the  post; 
More  formidable  Hydra  stands  within, 
Whose  jaws  with  iron  teeth  severely  grin. 
The  gaping  gulf  low  to  the  centre  lies, 
And  twice  as  deep  as  earth  is  distant  from  the  skies."   (i) 
"Pluto  called  also  Hades  and  Aidaneaus,  as  well  as 
Orcus    and   Dis,    was,"  according  to   pagan  mythology, 
"the  brother  of  Jupiter  and  Neptune,  and  Lord  of  the 
lower   world,    or    of    the    abode    of    the    dead.      He    is 

(i)  Dryden's  Virgil,  page  165. 
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described  as  being  inexorable  and  deaf  to  supplication, 
for  from  his  realms  there  is  no  return, — and  an  object 
of  aversion  and  hatred  to  both  gods  and  men."  (i) 

Homer  thus  speaks  of  him  in  the  ninth  book  of  the 

Iliad: 

"Pluto  the  grisly  god  who  never  spares, 
Who  feels  no  mercy  and  who  hears  no  prayers, 
Lives  dark  and  dreadful  in  deep  hell's  abode, 
And  mortals  hate  him  as  the  worst  of  Gods. 
In  the  eighth  book  of  the  Iliad  he  represents  Jupiter 
as  ssembling   a  council   of   gods,  and   threatening   them 
with  the  pains   of  tartarus,    if  they   should  attempt   to 
assist    either    the  Greeks   or    Trojans    in  the    battle    in 
which  they  were  about   to  engage;  he  speaks  as  follows: 

"Aurora  now  fair  daughter  of  the  dawn, 

Sprinkled  with  rosy  light  the  dewy  lawn; 

When  Jove  convened  the  senate  of  the  skies, 

When  high  Olympus'  cloudy  tops  arise. 

The  Sire  of  gods  his  awful  silence  broke; 

The  heavens  attentive  trembled  as  he  spoke; 

Celestial  states!  immortal  gods!  give  ear, 

Hear  our  decree  and  reverence  what  ye  hear; 

The  fix'd  decree  which  not  all  heaven  can  move; 

Thou,  fate!  fulfil  it!  and,  ye  powers  approve! 

What  god  but  enters  yon  forbidden  field, 

Who  yields  assistance  or  but  wills  to  yield, 

Back  to  the  skies  with  shame  he  shall  be  driven, 

Gash'd  with  dishonest  wounds,  the  scorn  of  heaven; 

Or  far,  oh  far  from  steep  Olympus  thrown, 

Low  in  the  dark  Tartarian  gulf  shall  groan, 

With  burning  chains  fix'd  to  the  brazen  floors, 

And  locked  by  hell's  inexorable  doors, 

As  deep  beneath  the  infernal  center  hurl'd 

As  from  the  centre  to  the  ethereal  world. 

Let  him,  who  tempts  me  dread  those  dire  abodes; 

And  know  the  Almighty  is  the  god  of  gods." 

(i)  Anthon's  Classical  Dictionary — Pluto. 
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But  it  is  alleged  that  these  are  inventions  of  the 
poets  to  amuse  their  readers,  and  that  they  were  writ 
ten  for  the  entertainment  of  the  stage,  and  that  even 
the  pagans  themselves  did  not  believe  what  is  asserted 
in  these  writings.  Poets  and  writers  of  fiction  write 
generally  to  please  their  readers;  hence  they  abstain 
from  writing  what  would  not  only  excite  displeasure  but 
also  from  what  would  create  gloominess  and  horror  in 
the  mind.  Now  it  is  apparent  that  there  cannot  be  a 
more  gloomy  and  terrific  subject  than  the  pagan  Tar 
tarus  or  hell;  yet  they  gave  a  most  dreadful  description 
of  those  who  surfer  in  the  lower  world.  It  appears  evi 
dent,  then,  that  they  expressed  the  notion  which  the 
people  in  general  entertained  concerning  hades  or  hell. 

Besides,  not  only  the  poets,  but  other  pagan  writers 
expressed  the  same  views.  The  pagan  Celsus  says: 
"The  Christians  are  right  in  thinking  that  those,  who 
lead  holy  lives,  will  be  rewarded  after  death,  and  that 
the  wicked  will  suffer  eternal  punishment.  This  senti 
ment,  however,  is  common  to  them  with  all  the 
world."  (i)  Cato  in  opposing  the  views  of  Caesar  in  the 
senate,  said:  "Cains  Caesar,  a  short  time  ago,  spoke  in 
fair  elegant  language,  before  this  assembly,  on  the  sub 
ject  of  life  and  death;  considering  as  false,  I  suppose,, 
what  is  told  of  the  dead;  that  the  bad  going  a  different 
way  from  the  good,  inhabit  places,  desolate,  dreary, 
and  full  of  horror."  (2)  Cicero  says,  in  his  first  oration 
against  Catiline:  "Thou  O  Jupiter!  whom  we  truly 
name  the  preserver  of  this  city;  ward  him  off  (Catiline} 
and  his  associates  from  your  altars  and  temples,  from 
the  houses  and  walls  of  this  city,  from  the  lives  and 
fortunes  of  all  the  citizens;  and  visit  all  the  enemies  of 


(i)  Celsus  opub  Originem.     (2)  Sallust,  Conspency  of  Catiline. 
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their  country,  the  robbers  of  Italy,  joined  by  nefarious 
compact  in  a  treaty  of  crime,  both  living  and  dead  with 
eternal  punishment.'1'' 

Perrone  says  in  his  theology,  article  third,  De 
Inferno,  that  it  is  not  difficult  to  show  that  the  whole 
human  race  believed  in  eternal  punishment  for  the 
wicked  after  death,  or  in  the  next  life,  that  learned  men 
have  shown  this  concerning  the  different  nations.  Bar- 
toloccius,  who  wrote  about  Hebrews,  shows  that  they 
believe  in  eternal  punishment;  (i)  Marraccius,  that  it 
is  the  belief  of  the  Mahomedans;  (2)  Gutherus,  that  it 
was  the  belief  of  the  Greek  poets  and  philosophers;  (3) 
Montfauconius,  that  it  was  the  belief  of  the  Romans;  (4) 
Zendavesta,  Tacitus  and  Diodorus,  that  it  was  the  belief 
of  the  Chadeans,  Persians,  Assyrians  and  Egyptians.  (5). 

It  appears  evident  from  what  we  have  seen,  that  the 
human  race  is  in  possession  of  the  doctrine  of  eternal 
punishment  reserved  for  the  wicked  after  death.  The 
Universalist,  before  he  can  lay  any  claim  to  the  doctrine 
of  universal  restoration,  must  first  dispossess  the  human 
race  of  the  doctrine  of  eternal  punishment  reserved  for 
the  wicked.  He  must  show  by  solid  and  unanswerable 
arguments,  where  and  when  the  human  race  came  in 
possession  of  such  a  doctrine;  a  doctrine,  moreover,  it  is 
by  no  means  agreeable  to  the  corrupt  inclinations  of  man, 
and  by  its  very  nature  calculated  to  restrain  him  from 
the  commission  of  crime.  But  as  the  universalist  can 
not  trace  this  doctrine,  so  universal,  to  any  other  source 
than  to  Divine  revelation,  the  argument  of  prescription 

(i)  Biblioth  rabbinic  de  inferno.        (2)  In  Refut.  Alcorani,  Conf 
sham  Hottmgerum.  t,  i,  Heccl.     (3)  Apud   Graevium  t.   12,    Theus 
Rom.    Lugd.    Batav.    1699,  in  Diss  de  Jure  manium.    1077 
1.  5,  Antiq.  illustrat,  Paris  1819,  p.  i,  c.  7,  Descriptio  infernalium 
suppliciorum,  etc.     (5)  Liber  5,  c.  5. 
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proves  conclusively  that  there  is  a  place  of  eternal  pun 
ishment  reserved  for  the  wicked  in  the  next  life.  We 
might  here  bid  adieu  to  the  Universalist,  for,  we  think, 
we  have  sufficiently  and  clearly  proved  that  he  virtually 
denies  the  necessity  of  supernatural  revelation;  and  we 
have  also  shown  the  consequences  that  flow  from  such 
a  denial.  The  Universalist,  as  he  virtually  denies  the 
moral  necessity  of  supernatural  revelation,  must  also 
deny  that  the  end  of  man  is  in  the  supernatural  order, 
and  must  assert  that  man  needs  only  natural  means  to 
gain  the  end  of  his  creation,  contrary  to  what  has  been 
proved.  We  will,  however,  give  some  other  reasons 
from  the  nature  of  the  subject  itself,  to  show  that  the 
punishment  of  the  wicked  after  death  must  be  eternal; 
in  order  to  do  this  we  will  briefly  consider  the  nature  of 
mortal  sin,  which  is  the  cause  of  damnation,  in  relation 
to  some  of  the  attributes  of  God. 

As  eternal  punishment  is  the  effect  of  mortal  sin, 
we  must  consider  that  in  mortal  sin  two  things  are  to  be 
viewed;  the  first  is,  that  he,  who  commits  it,  turns 
away  from  God  his  last  end;  the  second  is,  he,  by 
rejecting  God,  places  his  last  end  in  the  creature.  A 
rebellion  is  involved  by  such  an  act;  and  its  malice  is  in 
some  respects  infinite,  as  St.  Thomas  says:  "But 
there  are  two  things  in  sin;  the  one  is  the  turning  away 
from  the  .unchangeable  good,  which  is  infinite;  whence 
in  this  respect  sin  is  infinite;  the  other  which  is  in  sin, 
is  the  inordinate  turning  over  to  the  changeable  good, 
and  in  this  respect  sin  is  finite;  then  because  the  change 
able  good  itself  is  finite,  then  also  the  tnrning  over  is 
finite,  for  the  acts  of  the  creature  cannot  be  infinite." 

The  holy  doctor  does  not  mean  that  mortal  sin  is 
simpliciter  injinitum,  sed  secundum  quid,  as  he  expresses 
it  in  another  place,  where  he  says:  "Peccatum  habet 
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quandem  infinitatem  maliticz  ex  infinitate  Divina  Majes- 
tatis"  Hence  mortal  sin  is  infinite  inasmuch  as  it  is  an 
offence  and  rebellion  against  the  Divine  Majesty  which 
is  infinite. 

The  end  of  man  is  not  in  the  natural,  but  super 
natural  order  as  we  have  shown  elsewherere.  Hence 
the  intellect  must  be  supernaturally  enlightened,  and 
the  will  supernaturally  aided;  for  both  the  intellect  and 
the  will  are  in  the  natural  order,  and  consequently  can 
have  only  natural  powers  beyond  which  they  cannot  gor 
unless  supernaturally  assisted;  there  must,  then,  be 
supernatural  relations  between  God  and  the  human 
soul,  if  man  wishes  to  gain  his  supernatural  end.  By 
mortal  sin  the  supernatural  relations  between  God  and 
the  sinner  are  severed,  or  the  supernatural  life  of  the 
soul  is  destroyed,  and  the  order  necessary  to  lead  to 
eternal  life  no  longer  exists  in  consequence  of  the  mal 
ice  of  the  sinner.  The  justice  of  God  requires  that  the 
transgressor  must  be  rejected  as  long  as  he  remains  in  a 
state  of  rebellion.  It  is  true  that  the  sinner  can  change 
his  will  while  he  remains  in  life;  but  as  long  as  mortal 
sin  remains  in  the  soul;  so  long  do  the  malice  and 
rebellion  remain  against  the  order  established  by  God 
to  lead  man  to  his  supernatural  end.  He  who  departs 
this  life  in  mortal  sin,  retains  its  malice  and  rebellion 
for  all  eternity  against  the  Divine  Majesty.  Now,  the 
infinite  justice  of  God  requires  that  the  rebellion  of  the 
transgressor  must  be  punished  as  long  as  it  will  con 
tinue;  but  it  will  continue  for  all  eternity. 

Without  the  aid  of  God's  grace,  the  reprobate  cannot 
rectify  the  perversity  of  his  will;  but  as  he  is  in  tennino, 
at  the  end  of  his  journey,  grace  is  not  given,  and  conse 
quently  there  can  be  no  forgiveness.  Out  of  hell  there  is 
no  redemption.  The  will  of  indifference,  the  power  of 
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acting  or  not  acting,  of  choosing  or  not  choosing,  is 
predicable  of  man;  but  man  is  composed  of  soul  and 
body;  when  the  two  substances,  namely  the  soul  and 
body,  are  separated  by  death,  the  will',  though  it  remains 
in  the  soul  or  is  rather  an  attribute  of  the  soul,  is  no 
longer  a  human  or  free  will;  the  power  of  choosing  or 
not  choosing  in  relation  to  a  happy  or  miserable  eter 
nity,  ceases;  the  will  is  then  confirmed  in  good  or  evil 
according  to  the  choice  it  made  in  life. 

The  Universalist  admits  that  the  inhabitants  of 
heaven  will  remain  in  that  happy  abode  for  all  eternity; 
he  must  therefore  admit  that  the  will  of  the  blessed  is 
confirmed  in  good,  that  it  cannot  will  otherwise  than  to 
remain  in  eternal  life.  But  eternal  reprobation  is  the 
opposite  of  everlasting  beatitude;  and  if  the  will  of  the 
former  is  confirmed  in  good,  the  will  of  the  latter  must 
also  be  confirmed  in  evil. 

Again,  throughout  the  entire  physical  creation,  we 
behold  an  admirable  order  by  which  things  are  sustained 
and  brought  to  their  end.  If  the  order  is  destroyed, 
then,  the  means  of  subsistence  are  also  taken  away. 
The  tree,  for  instance,  receives  its  means  of  subsistence 
from  the  earth;  if  its  parts  are  separated,  or  if  it  be  cut 
down,  it  will  die,  for  the  order  of  its  subsistence  no 
longer  exists.  That  order  cannot  be  restored  unless  by 
a  miracle;  but  God  does  not  work  a  miracle,  and  conse 
quently,  does  not  restore  the  order  by  which  it  can  sub 
sist.  If  a  man  destroys  the  order  of  his  sight,  God  does 
not  restore  it;  blindness  must  permanently  remain.  If 
lie  takes  away  his  life,  he  destroys  the  order  of  life, 
and  consequently,  must  remain  in  a  state  of  death;  if  he 
casts  himself  into  a  deep  well,  he  cannot  escape  without 
the  aid  of  others;  hence  he,  who  destroys  the  supernat 
ural  relations  between  God  and  himself,  or  the  order  of 
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salvation,  exposes  himself  to  the  danger  of  damnation, 
and  if  he  dies  in  his  sin,  places  himself  in  a  state  of 
damnation,  whence  he  cannot  rise,  because  by  his  sin 
and  rebellion  against  the  Divine  Majesty,  he  lost  the 
supernatural  life  of  his  soul.  Supernatural  aid  is 
required  to  rise  to  the  supernatural;  but  as  the  soul  of 
the  reprobate  has  only  natural  powers,  it  cannot  there 
fore  rise  to  the  supernatural,  for  it  cannot  go  beyond  the 
limits  of  its  powers. 

Punishment  must,  moreover,  be  proportionate  to 
the  dignity  of  the  person  offended;  hence  he,  who  strikes 
the  supreme  official  of  the  state,  and  treats  him  with 
contempt,  is  guilty  of  a  greater  crime,  and  merits 
severer  punishment  than  he,  who  despises  and  strikes  a 
private  individual.  But  he,  who  sins  mortally  offends 
God,  violates  the  Divine  law  and  gives  the  honor  due  to 
the  Creator,  to  the  creature  in  which  he  places  his  last 
end.  Now,  God  is  an  Infinite  Being  Who  is  offended 
by  His  own  creature;  and  hence  the  transgressor  con 
tracts  a  debt  with  the  Divine  Justice;  no  finite  satisfac 
tion  can  liquidate  it;  and  hence,  if  he  depart  this  life  in 
mortal  sin,  in  rebellion  against  God,  Infinite  Justice 
demands  eternal  punishment.  As  he,  who  dies  in  the 
state  of  mortal  sin,  cannot  suffer  infinite  punishment  in 
intensity,  because  he  is  a  finite  being,  his  punishment 
must,  then,  be  of  infinite  or  eternal  duration. 

Moreover,  the  punishment  cannot  be  measured  with 
the  time  employed  in  the  commission  of  crime,  for  in 
that  Hypothesis  the  worst  crimes  would  scarcely  merit 
any  punishment.  A  man  commits  murder,  or  some 
other  enormous  crime,  in  a  few  moments;  if  the  gravity 
of  his  crime  were  to  be  measured  with  the  time  spent 
in  its  commission,  then  his  punishment  would  also  be 
of  brief  duration;  yet  the  order  of  justice  requires  that 
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he  be  removed  from  society  by  perpetual  imprisonment, 
exile  or  death.  By  death  he  is  forever  removed  from 
society,  by  perpetual  imprisonment  or  exile  during  the 
whole  period  of  his  life;  if  he  could  live  forever  he 
would  be  forever  excluded  from  society.  Although  the 
offence  against  God  was  perpetrated  in  a  few  moments, 
nevertheless  the  transgressor,  by  an  act  of  his  free  will, 
rejected  his  right  and  title  to  a  happy  eternity,  and 
chose  everlasting  misery;  and  having  died  in  his  malice 
he  is  justly  rejected  by  God  and  separated  for  all  eter 
nity  from  the  society  of  the  blessed. 

But  it  may  be  alleged  that  the  mercy  of  God  cannot 
permit  His  poor  creature  to  suffer  eternal  punishment. 

The  beatitude  of  the  inhabitants  of  heaven  is  the 
effect  of  the  mercy  of  God.  The  exercise  of  mercy  is 
to  remove  the  miseries  of  another.  But,  as  St.  Thomas 
says:  "Inasmuch  as  perfection  given  by  God  to  things 
to  remove  defects  appertains  to  His  (God's)  mercy. " 
Human  misery  is,  then,  a  defect;  but  in  those  who  are 
in  heaven  there  can  be  no  defect  or  misery,  because 
they  must  be  perfected  before  they  can  enter  that  happy 
abode;  it  follows,  then,  that  there  can  be  no  exercise  of 
mercy  in  heaven.  God  does  not  exercise  his  mercy  in 
hell,  because  the  damned  are  in  termino,  at  the  end  of 
their  journey;  and  by  an  act  of  their  free  will  rebelled 
against  God  in  via,  on  their  journey  toward  eternity, 
died  and  remain  in  a  state  of  rebellion  forever  against 
Him.  But  it  may  be  said  that  the  infinite  goodness  of 
God,  at  least,  cannot  permit  eternal  punishment. 

We  have  seen  elsewhere  that  God  is  naturally  good, 
because  there  is  a  most  perfect  harmony  between  His 
perfections  or  attributes  constituting  His  essence;  He 
is  morally  good  or  supremely  holy,  because  His  free 
actions  harmonize  with  His  natural  goodness;  and  He  is 
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relatively  good,  for  in  consequence  of  His  goodness  He 
created  us,  upholds  us  by  His  creative  act,  provides  for 
us  and  gives  us  supernatural  means  to  attain  the  end  of 
-our  creation,  namely,  eternal  happiness.  Eternal  pun- 
•ishment  cannot  militate  against  the  goodness  of  God, 
.for  the  reprobate  refused  to  accept  His  goodness, 
rejected  Him,  his  last  end  and  placed  it  in  the  creature. 
By  an  act  of  his  free  will  he  made  choice  of  eternal 
:misery;  God,  though  infinitely  good,  simply  confirmed 
the  election  the  reprobate  made  in  life.  The  will  of 
the  damned  remains  and  will  remain  averted  from  God 
their  last  end;  hence  the  malice  of  their  crimes  is  irre- 
ntnissible;  they  therefore  rendered  themselves  eternally 
incapable  of  partaking  of  the  Divine  Goodness. 

We  must  bear  in  mind  that  there  are  two  sorts  of 
ipunishment  in  hell;  the  one  is  the  privation  of  the 
beatific  vision  of  God;  and  this  is  common  to  all  the 
damned,  for  they  all  rejected  God  their  la-st  end  in  life; 
the  other  is  the  pain  of  sense,  which  consists  in  this, 
that  the  punishment  must  be  proportioned  to  the  num 
ber  and  gravity  of  the  crimes  committed  in  life.  The 
order  of  Divine  Justice  requires  this;  eternal  punish 
ment,  either  of  loss  or  of  pain,  does  therefore  not  mili 
tate,  in  the  least  degree,  against  the  justice  of  God. 

As  there  are  two  eternities,  or  rather  two  everlasting 
states  after  death,  the  one  of  happiness  and  the  other  of 
misery;  if  we  act  wisely  we  will  strive  to  comply  with 
God's  conditions  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  happy  one, 
and  to  avoid  the  other  of  endless  woe.  This  can  only 
be  done  in  life;  after  death  the  gates  of  mercy  will  be 
eternally  closed;  and  if  we  should  have  the  misfortune 
to  enter  into  an  eternity  of  misery,  we  will  be  deprived 
of  God  our  last  end,  and  of  the  society  of  the  blessed 
.forever  and  ever. 
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CHAPTER    TWENTY- SECOND. 

SUPERNATURAL  REVELATION  AND  OPINION. 

BEFORE  examining  the  manner  in  which  God  super- 
naturally  reveals  himself  to  man  in  order  that  he 
may  know  the  means  to  gain  his  end,  it  is  necessary  to 
advert  to  a  few  of  the  properties  of  supernatural  revela 
tion.  The  revelation  which  man  morally  needs,  must, 
like  the  sun,  extend  the  rays  of  its  light  over  the  world; 
it  must  be  within  the  moral  reach  of  every  individual. 
It  must  be  the  truth,  and  therefore  immutable,  for  God, 
Who  reveals  Himself,  can  neither  deceive  nor  be 
deceived.  Now,  God,  the  Supreme  Lord  and  Ruler  of 
the  universe,  has  the  absolute  right  to  exact  a  full  assent 
to  all  the  truths  He  reveals;  and  man  is  bound  to  accept 
them  when  sufficiently  evidenced,  or  when  he  has  suf 
ficient  motives  of  credibility.  Moreover,  supernatural 
revelation  is  for  the  benefit  of  man  in  order  that,  by 
following  its  light,  he  may,  after  a  short  life  replete  with 
misery,  procure  for  himself  eternal  beatitude;  and  hence 
we  see  the  good  and  merciful  designs  of  God  toward 
poor  mortals. 

As  revelation,  both  in  the  natural  and  supernatural 
orders  is  truth,  it  is  necessary  to  have  an  idea  of  truth 
as  clear  as  possible,  and  to  see  the  difference  between  it 
and  opinion.  Truth,  as  St.  Augustine  defines  it,  is  that 
which  is.  But  we  are  naturally  led  to  inquire  what  is 
meant  by  this  definition;  and  hence  we  must  analize  it 
in  order  to  have  a  correct  notion  of  truth. 

Truth  or  that  which  is,  must  be  a  reality  or  a  being, 
otherwise  it  could  not  exist.  Every  reality  must  have 
essence;  the  essence  of  a  thing  is  that  which  makes  it 
what  it  is,  and  cannot  suffer  it  to  be  otherwise;  as,  for 


170  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

instance,  the  four  sides  and  the  four  angles  constitute 
the  essence  of  a  square.  In  every  essence  the  attributes 
constituting  it,  must  harmonize,  for  if  there  is  a  dis 
agreement  of  attributes  there  can  be  no  essence,  no 
reality  and  consequently  no  existence;  thus  a  triangle 
with  four  sides  and  five  angles  cannot  exist,  there  must, 
then,  be  harmony  in  truth,  or  truth  must  be  harmony. 
Besides,  as  God  is  a  Being  of  infinite  intelligence,  He 
must  have  the  exemplary  ideas,  uncreated  forms  or 
metaphysical  essences  in  His  mind  of  everything  He 
created  according  to  His  eternal  ideas.  The  ideas  in 
the  Divine  Mind  must  be  realities,  otherwise  they  could 
not  exist,  for  there  can  be  no  existence  without 
realities;  but  as  there  can  be  no  realities  without  essence 
they  are  therefore  uncreated  essences  and  must  have 
attributes  constituting  them;  and  the  attributes  must 
harmonize,  otherwise  the  essences  could  not  exist.  But 
as  these  ideas,  uncreated  forms  or  essences  are  in  God, 
they  are  God,  for  what  is  in  God  is  not  created,  but 
eternal  and  therefore  God;  or  rather  they  are  the 
essence  of  God;  and  as  the  attributes  constituting  them, 
or  the  attributes  constituting  the  Divine  Essence,  must 
harmonize,  the  harmony,  then,  in  the  Divine  Essence  is 
the  truth,  or  truth  is  the  harmony  in  the  Divine  Essence; 
hence  truth  is  immutable  and  eternal.  You  may  try  to 
change  it;  you  may  misrepresent  it;  you  may  deny  it;  it 
still  remains  the  same.  A  man  may  be  progressive  in 
finding  truth;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  truth  he 
discovers  is  progressive.  Progress  is  a  law  of  the  uni 
verse  in  relation  to  the  end  for  which  it  exists;  but  the 
Author  of  the  universe  is  not  progressive.  God  is  a 
Being  in  all  its  plentitude,  and  could  not  be  the  Creator 
if  He  were  not.  Progress  is  an  advancement  from  im 
perfection  towards  perfection,  and  is  predicable  only  of 
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an  existence  which  depends  on  another  for  its  being, 
and  has  not  actualized  all  the  possibilities  of  its  nature. 
God  is  a  most  pure  act;  and  hence  there  can  be  no 
potentialities  or  unactualized  possibilities  in  His  nature, 
and  consequently  in  Him  there  is  no  room  for  progress. 
To  suppose  God  or  truth  progressive  is  to  suppose  Him 
imperfect;  but  this  cannot  be  admitted  without  falling 
into  atheism.  If  a  thing  has  no  beginning  or  end  there 
can  be  no  progress,  since  progress  morally  as  well  as 
physically  supposes  a  starting  point;  if  you  remove  this 
point  progress  is  impossible. 

But  according  to  the  teachings  of  philosophers,  man 
or  any  other  created  intelligence  is  a  subject  of  truth; 
there  is  therefore  subjective,  created  or  finite  truth;  and 
therefore  truth  is  mutable. 

As  the  human  soul  is  a  created  inteligence,  or  a 
created  rational  substance,  it  has  naturally  the  power  of 
seeing  self  evident  truth,  and  naturally  the  power  of 
arriving  at  the  knowledge  of  other  truths  in  the  natural 
order;  but  it  has  not  naturally  the  power  to  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  supernatural  truths,  because  they  transcend 
the  powers  of  human  nature;  such  truths  can  only  be 
known  by  supernatural  revelation.  Subjective  truth 
consists  of  two  things,  namely,  of  the  rational  soul  or  of 
any  other  created  intelligence  as  the  subject,  and  of  the 
truth  which  is  the  object.  We  have,  then,  what  philos 
ophers  call  subjective  or  created  truth,  the  mind  seeing 
or  knowing,  and  the  truth  seen  or  known;  but  the  sub 
ject  or  mind  is  created,  and  therefore  fact  not  truth. 
We  freely  grant  that  the  mind,  the  thing  created,  is 
mutable,  subject  to  change,  but  it  is  the  fact  or  creature 
that  changes,  and  not  the  truth  which  is  essentially 
immutable;  hence  it  is  truth  and  fact,  the  created  power 
of  seeing  or  knowing,  combined,  but  not  identified, 
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what  philosophers  call  subjective  or  created  truth.  If 
you  identify  the  recipient,  or  created  subject  with  truth 
the  object,  you  cannot  escape  pantheism,  for  truth  is 
eternal  and  uncreated;  but  if  the  subject  of  truth  is 
identical  with  it,  then,  the  subject  is  uncreated,  eternal 
and  therefore  God;  then  you  have  as  many  gods  as 
created  intelligences  or  subjects  of  truth. 

The  mind  immediately  sees  the  intrinsic  harmony  in 
self-evident  truth;  such  as  the  whole  is  equal  to  all  its 
parts;  no  process  of  reasoning  is  required  for  this.  In 
transcendental  or  scientific  truth  the  mind  sees  the 
intrinsic  harmony  as  it  progresses  in  deducing  true  con 
clusions  from  principles  or  self-evident  truths;  but  it 
cannot  see  the  intrinsic  harmony  in  empirical  truth,  for 
empirical  truth  can  only  be  known  from  experience  and 
observation;  thus  the  fact  that  the  soul  and  body  mutu 
ally  act  on  each  other  is  empirically  true;  and  from  the 
fact  of  experience  and  observation  we  only  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  this  empirical  truth,  yet  we  cannot  see  its 
intrinsic  harmony.  The  mind  can  neither  see  the 
intrinsic  harmony  of  supernatural  truth  nor  can  it  come 
to  the  knowledge  of  it  from  experience  or  observation; 
nevertheless  harmony  and  immutability  are  essential  to 
truth  in  the  supernatural  order  as  well  as  to  truth  in  the 
natural  order;  its  nature  is  therefore  the  same  in  both 
orders. 

Having  seen  the  nature  of  truth,  we  will  now  briefly 
examine  in  what  it  differs  from  opinion.  An  opinion  is 
the  judgment  the  mind  forms  of  any  proposition,  state 
ment,  theory  or  event  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  which  is 
supported  by  a  degree  of  evidence  that  renders  it  prob 
able,  but  does  not  produce  certainty.  Hence  in  an 
opinion  there  is  always  room  for  doubt,  fear  that  the 
opposite  may  be  true,  that  we  may  be  mistaken;  it  is 
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therefore  the  nature  of  opinion  to  exclude  certitude. 
Certitude  is  a  firm  adhesion  of  the  mind  to  the  known 
truth  without  any  danger  of  erring.  We  must  have 
certitude  to  have  a  positive  knowledge  of  truth  or  even 
of  the  laws  of  the  land  by  which  we  are  governed.  A 
law,  in  order  to  bind,  must  be  known  with  certitude,  for 
it  is  an  axiom  that  uncertain  laws  do  not  bind;  therefore 
we  can  entertain  no  opinion  with  regard  to  the  existence 
of  the  laws.  If  men  had  simply  an  opinion  whether 
laws  existed  or  not,  they  would  not  obey  them,  at  least 
those  which  are  antagonistic  to  their  private  interest; 
disorder  would  arise  in  the  community,  and  society 
would  become  a  prey  to  chaos;  opinion  is,  then,  not  suf 
ficient  in  our  intercourse  with  our  fellow  men,  the  certi 
tude  of  truth  is  required. 

But  as  the  end  of  man  is  in  the  supernatural  order, 
or  as  he  is  created  for  supernatural  beatitude,  he  must, 
by  the  exercise  of  his  free  will,  use  the  adequate  means 
to  arrive  at  his  end;  but  he  cannot  use  the  means  unless 
he  knows  them.  As  God  created  man  for  a  super 
natural  end,  He  must  give  him  the  requisite  knowledge 
of  the  means  required,  by  the  use  of  which  he  may 
attain  his  end;  but  this  knowledge  consists  in  knowing 
the  truths  of  supernatural  revelation.  This  does  not 
mean  that  we  have  an  intrinsic  knowledge  of  the 
harmony  of  the  truth  of  the  matter  revealed,  but  the 
knowledge  that  God  has  revealed  it. 

Supernatural  revelation  cannot  be  a  matter  of 
opinion  on  the  part  of  God  revealing  it,  for  He  knows 
with  absolute  certainty  all  truth  in  the  natural  as  well  as 
in  the  supernatural  order,  and  consequently,  infallibly 
and  absolutely  knows  what  He  reveals  is  absolutely 
true,  for  otherwise  He  would  not  have  infinite  intelli 
gence,  and  would  not  be  a  most  pure  act,  but  in  poten- 
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tiality;  that  would  make  Him  imperfect  and  destroy  His 
existence.  Man  cannot  entertain  any  opinion  in  regard 
to  supernatural  revelation,  when  its  existence  is  suffici 
ently  evidenced,  for  God  is  the  Author  of  it;  and  man  is 
bound  to  accept  it  on  the  veracity  of  God,  the  Infinite 
Truth,  and  hence  what  He  reveals  must  be  true. 

If  the  truth  of  Divine  or  supernatural  revelation  is 
taken  in  the  abstract,  we  cannot  come  to  the  knowledge 
of  it.  It  must,  then,  be  taken  in  the  concrete,  that  is, 
there  must  be  a  channel  through  which  it  is  conveyed  to 
the  intellect;  that  channel  must  be  cognoscible  and 
visible.  Men  must  be  deputed  by  God  with  proper 
authority  to  teach  other  men;  the  authority  must  be 
infallible,  for  otherwise  we  could  never  be  certain  what 
the  truth  of  Divine  and  supernatural  revelation  is. 
Those  who  do  not  recogize  an  infallible  authority  are 
compelled  to  ground  their  religious  belief  on  fallibility; 
but  fallibility  excludes  certitude;  where  there  is  no  certi 
tude  there  can  be  no  Divine  revelation;  hence,  at  most, 
they  can  have  nothing  else  than  mere  opinion. 

The  biblist  does  not  admit  any  authority  commis 
sioned  by  Christ  to  teach  the  truths  of  supernatural  reve 
lation  as  infallible.  Though  he  professes  to  admit  a 
principle  of  infallibility,  or  a  channel  through  which  the 
truths  of  supernatural  revelation  are  conveyed;  but  that 
channel,  according  to  him,  is  the  Bible  as  interpreted 
by  each  individual;  hence  private  interpretation  of  the 
Bible  is  the  rule  of  belief  of  protestantism;  it  is  its  fun 
damental  principle.  The  protestant  assumes  the  Bible 
to  be  the  Word  of  God;  but  as  he  makes  the  assump 
tion,  he  is  bound  to  prove  its  authenticity,  its  genuiness 
and  Divine  inspiration  before  he  has  the  right  to  adduce 
it  as  doctrinal  evidence,  or  as  the  witness  of  supernat 
ural  revelation.  But  here  is  the  difficulty;  "hie  est  labor: 
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hoc  est  opus-"  and  this  he  cannot  do  without  an  infallible 
authority  distinct  from  the  Bible;  but  he  admits  no  such 
authority.  But  even  if  we  waive  the  question  for  the 
present,  for  argument's  sake,  and  grant  that  the  Bible 
is  authentic,  genuine  and  inspired;  the  concession  will 
not  remove  his  difficulty. 

The  Bible  contains  the  truths  supernaturally  revealed 
by  God;  but  truth  is  immutable,  as  we  have  seen;  the 
truths  revealed  in  the  Bible  are  therefore  immutable, 
and  consequently  can  have  only  one  true,  genuine  mean 
ing,  namely,  the  meaning  as  it  is  in  the  mind  of  God, 
or  the  meaning  He  attaches  to  the  truths  He  reveals. 
If  the  truths  recorded  in  the  Bible  admitted  of  a  con 
trary  or  contradictory  meaning,  they  would  not  be 
immutable;  God  Himself,  then,  Who  has  made  the 
supernatural  revelation,  would  be  mutable,  subject  to 
change,  and  consequently  would  contradict  Himself; 
that  would  destroy  His  existence;  therefore  the  truths 
recorded  in  the  Bible  are  not  only  objectively,  but  also 
subjectively  immutable;  that  is,  man  can  give  them  only 
one  true  genuine  meaning,  only  one  true  genuine  inter 
pretation.  The  fundamental  principle  of  the  protestant 
is  the  Bible  as  he  understands  or  professes  to  under 
stand  it,  and  as  he,  according  to  his  own  judgment, 
interprets  it;  but  according  to  his  own  confession,  he 
and  all  other  men  are  fallible;  his  interpretation  of  the 
Bible  is  therefore  a  fallible  interpretation,  subject  to 
error,  and  has  therefore  no  certainty,  at  least  no  infalli 
ble  certainty,  whether  it  was  true;  it  may  be  false. 
Moreover,  the  notions  of  the  biblist  or  fallibilist  are  not 
matters  of  faith;  to  hold  fast  to  them  is  quite  different 
from  holding  fast  to  the  truths  themselves.  If  his 
notions,  interpretations  or  constructions  of  truth,  were 
the  faith  required,  or  the  asssent  to  the  truth  super- 
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naturally  revealed,  faith  would  be  one  thing  with  one 
man  and  another  with  another  man;  one  thing  with  the 
same  man  yesterday  and  another  today,  and  perhaps 
still  another  tomorrow.  True  faith  is  an  undoubted 
belief  of  the  truth  supernaturally  revealed  and  proposed 
by  an  infallible  authority,  or  by  men  commissioned  by 
God  to  teach  infallibly  the  truths  of  supernatural  revel 
ation,  and  not  what  one  thinks  to  be  true,  but  what  is 
true  in  reality.  Now,  either  the  Bible,  as  interpreted 
by  each  individual,  or  by  private  judgment,  is  the  rule 
of  faith  established  by  Christ  or  it  is  not;  if  not,  then 
the  interpretation  is  human  and  fallible;  but  by  a  falli 
ble  interpretation  we  can  never  infallibly  arrive  at  the 
knowledge  of  the  truths  of  supernatural  revelation;  and 
experience  teaches  that  a  private  or  fallible  interpreta 
tion  of  the  Bible,  is  and  produced  a  series  of  contradic 
tions,  for  all  the  sects  differ  among  themselves  concern 
ing  the  meaning  of  the  Bible.  The  protestant  rule  of 
faith  is  therefore  worthless,  and  worse  than  worthless, 
for  it  leads  men  into  numberless  errors. 

If  God  has  established  private  interpretation  of  the 
Bible  as  the  rule  of  faith,  He  approves  of  the  contrary 
and  contradictory  doctrines  which  private  interpreta 
tion  draws  from  the  Bible.  The  Methodist  learns  from 
his  private  interpretation  of  the  Bible  that  infant  bap 
tism  is  necessary  for  salvation;  the  Baptist  learns  from 
the  same  book  that  infant  baptism  is  not  available  for 
salvation,  but  that  the  baptism  of  emersion  is  required. 
According  to  the  Universalist  the  Bible  teaches  that 
there  is  no  place  of  eternal  punishment;  and  according 
to  the  Presbyterian  it  teaches  that  there  is  a  place  of 
eternal  punishment;  according  to  the  Unitarian  it 
teaches  that  Christ  is  not  God;  and  according  to  the 
Lutheran  it  teaches  that  Christ  is  God;  and  thus  the 
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rule  of  private  interpretation  of  the  Bible  teaches  end 
less  contradictions.  God  cannot  be  the  Author  of  such 
a  rule  of  faith,  for  otherwise  He  would  approve  of f  all 
these  contradictory  doctrines,  and  consequently  would 
contradict  Himself;  that  would  destroy  His  existence. 
The  fundamental  principle  of  protestantism,  namely, 
the  private  interpretation  of  the  Bible,  is  therefore  not 
or  cannot  be  the  rule  of  faith  or  the  means  by  which  we 
can  arrive  at  the  true  meaning  of  the  truths  of  super 
natural  revelation. 

I  will  conclude  this  chapter  with  a  passage  from 
Brownson's  Essays:  "Now,  it  is  necessary  not  only 
that  we  seize  without  any  mistake  this  genuine  sense, 
but  that  we  be  infallibly  certain  that  we  have  seized  it. 
Even  admitting  that  with  nothing  but  private  reason 
we  could  hit  upon  the  genuine  sense  of  the  Scriptures,  it 
would  avail  us  nothing  unless  we  had  this  infallible  cer 
tainty;  because  without  infallible  certainty  we  cannot 
have  faith.  Will  any  man  pretend  that  it  is  possible 
by  private  reason  alone  to  be  infallibly  certain  that  we 
have  the  genuine  sense  of  the  Scriptures?  We  may 
perhaps  feel  certain;  but  this  feeling  certain  is  not  faith. 
Faith  is  a  firm,  unwavering  and  unwaverable  conviction 
of  the  understanding,  as  well  as  a  cheerful  assent  of  the 
will.  The  mere  feeling  is  worth  nothing.  Every 
enthusiast,  every  fanatic,  has  feelings,  and  he  who  has 
nothing  else,  is  a  mere  reed  shaken  with  the  wind,  or  a 
wild  beast  let  loose  in  society,  as  unacceptable  to  God 
as  unprofitable  to  himself  or  dangerous  to  his  associates. 
It  is  not  this  Almighty  God  demands  of  us,  and  it  is 
not  for  the  want  of  this  that  he  places  under  condemna 
tion,  and  suffers  His  wrath  to  abide  upon  us.  No;  we 
must  have  certainty,  an  intellectual  certainty,  a  cer 
tainty  which  the  mind  can  grasp,  and  the  hold  of  which 
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all  the  craftiness  of  subtle  sophists,  all  the  allurements 
of  the  world,  all  the  temptations  of  the  flesh,  and  all 
the  assaults  of  hell  cannot  induce  it  to  relax.  We  must 
have  a  faith  which  can  be  proof  against  all  trials,  come 
from  what  quarter  they  may;  for  our  life  is  a  warfare, 
an  incessant  warfare,  and  there  come  to  all  of  us 
moments  when  nothing  but  a  firm,  fixed,  and  unalter 
able  faith  can  sustain  us, — moments  when  feeling,  when 
the  dearest  affections  of  the  heart;  when  all  that  can 
powerfully  affect  us  as  creatures  of  time  and  sense,  con 
spire  against  us,  and  we  must  stand  up  against  them, 
and  even  against  ourselves.  Oh!  in  that  terrible 
moment,  in  the  sacred  name  of  Christian  charity,  mock 
us  not  with  a  faith  that  melts  away  into  mere  feeling 
and  vanishes  in  mere  fancy. 

Now  it  needs  no  words  to  prove  that  a  faith,  which 
is  not  grounded  on  the  Word  of  God,  Who  can  neither 
deceive  nor  be  deceived,  will  not  answer  our  wants,  will 
not  be  proof  against  the  many  fiery  trials-  to 
which  it  must  needs  in  this  world  be  subject.  But 
we  have  no  such  faith  merely  because  we  have 
the  Bible  in  our  possession,  nor  because  the  Bible 
contains  the  Word  of  God,  nor  because  we  read  and 
study  it  and  believe  that  we  believe  it.  We  have  such 
faith  only  on  condition  of  knowing  infallibly  that  what 
we  take  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  Bible  is  God's  mean 
ing;  for  the  faith  is  the  belief  of  truths  as  they  are  in 

Jesus We  ask  again,   Can  private  reason  give  us 

this  certainty,      (i) 


(i)  Brownson's  Essays,  page  38. 
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CHAPTER    TWENTY-THIRD. 

THE  BIBLIST  CANNOT  ADDUCE  THE    BIBLE 

AS  THE  WITNESS  OF  SUPERNATURAL 

REVELATION. 

SOME  years  had  elapsed  after  the  ascension  of  Christ 
before  any  portion  of  the  New  Testament  had  been 
written;  and  it  was  only  at  the  close  of  the  first  century 
that  it  was  completed;  nevertheless,  at  that  period 
Christianity  had  been  propagated  over  the  Roman 
Empire  as  we  learn  from  Pliny,  the  proconsul  of  Asia, 
from  Seneca,  the  philosopher,  from  Tertullian,  and 
from  other  writers  who  lived  towards  the  end  of  the 
first  and  in  the  commencement  of  the  second  century. 
The  Christians,  who  lived  in  the  first  century,  had  there 
fore  not  the  Bible,  at  least  not  the  New  Testament,  as 
the  witness  of  supernatural  revelation;  but  received  the 
doctrines  of  Christ  as  they  had  been  handed  down  by 
tradition.  Moreover,  the  Bible  cannot  be  adduced  as 
the  witness  of  supernatural  revelation  until  it  be  proved 
by  an  infallible  authority  that  it  is  authentic,  and  that 
the  writer  of  each  book  it  contains,  was  inspired  by  the 
Holy  Ghost;  or  in  other  words,  it  must  be  proved  that 
each  book  is  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  In  the  earlier 
ages  of  Christianity  some  books  were  considered  doubt 
ful  for  several  centuries  in  some  of  the  churches. 
Eusebius  of  Caesarea  is  generally  considered  the  "oldest 
church  historian;  and  has  written  the  history  of  the 
church  from  the  commencement  down  to  the  year  337; 
he  died  about  the  year  340.  He  says:  "Mathew,  also 
having  first  proclaimed  the  Gospel  in  Hebrew;  when  on 
the  point  of  going  to  other  nations  committed  it  to 
writing  in  his  native  tongue;  and  thus  supplied  the  want 
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of  his  presence  to  them  by  his  writings."  (i).  The 
Hebrew  copy  of  St.  Mathew's  Gospel  is  lost;  a  Greek 
translation  is  extant;  by  whom  it  was  rendered  into 
Greek  is  not  known. 

In  speaking  of  the  second  epistle  of  St.  Peter, 
Eusebius  says:  "But  that  which  is  called  the  second 
we  have  not,  indeed,  understood  to  be  embodied  with 
the  sacred  books,  yet  as  it  appears  useful  to  many,  was 
studiously  read  with  the  scriptures."  (2).  In  another 
place  he  says:  "Among  the  disputed  books,  although 
they  are  well  known  and  approved  by  many,  are  reputed 
James  and  Jude;  also  the  second  epistle  of  Peter,  and 
those  called  the  second  and  third  of  John,  whether  they 
are  of  the  Evangelist  or  of  some  other  of  the  same 
name."  (3). 

All  these  disputed  books  mentioned  by  Eusebius,  are 
contained  in  King  James'  version  of  the  Bible.  The 
first  five  books  of  the  Bible  are  ascribed  to  Moses.  In 
the  last  chapter  of  the  fifth  book  we  read  as  follows: 
"And  the  Lord  said  unto  him:  This  is  the  land  for 
which  I  swore  to  Abraham,  Isaac  and  Jacob,  saying  I 
will  give  it  to  thy  seed.  Thou  hast  seen  it  with  thy 
eyes,  and  shall  not  pass  over  to  it.  And  Moses  the 
servant  of  the  Lord  died  there  in  the  land  of  Moab,  by 
the  commandment  of  the  Lord.  And  He  buried  him  in 
the  valley  of  the  land  of  Moab  over  against  Phogor,  and 
no  man  hath  known  of  his  sepulchre  until  this  present 
day." 

It  was  Pope  Innocent  the  First,  who  finally  decided 
the  canon  or  catalogue  of  the  books  of  the  Bible  in  the 
year  405  (4).  It  is  the  same  as  that  given  by  the  Omn- 


(i)  Book  3,  chap.  24.     (2)  Book  3,  chap.  2.     (3)  Book  3,  chap.  25. 
(4)  Apud  Constant.  Epist.  Rom.  Pontif.  inter  Innocentias  ep.  6. 
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cil  of  Trent  in  A.  D.  1545,  including  those  books  which 
are  rejected  as  apocryphal  by  protestants  in  their  edi 
tion  of  the  Bible.  The  New  American  Cyclopedia  gives 
us  an  account,  by  which  we  can  see  that  for  a  long  time 
it  was  not  determined  what  books  were  canonical  and 
what  were  not.  Under  the  article  canon  it  says:  "The 
most  ancient  (canon)  that  of  Melito,  A.  D.  177,  con 
tained  all  the  Jewish  books  except  Esther,  but  excluded 
the  apocrypha.  With  this  catalogue  agree  those  of 
Gregory  Nazianzen,  370,  and  of  Aphilochius,  370.  Ori 
gin's  list  includes  all  the  Hebrew  books,  and  the  apocry 
phal  Baruch.  With  him  agree  Cyral  of  Jerusalem,  348, 
the  Council  of  Loadicea,  363,  and  Epiphanius,  368. 
Athanasius  omits  Esther  and  retains  Baruch.  The 
Apostolic  canons,  of  uncertain  date,  admit  three  books 
of  Maccabees,  one  of  Judith,  and  recommend  instruc 
tions  in  Ecclesiasticus.  The  catalogue  of  the  Latin 
church  coincides  with  the  Jewish  canon  in  so  far  as 
they  exclude  no  books  reconed  as  canonical  by  the  lat 
ter;  but  two  of  them  admit  writings  which  the  latter 
rejected.  Thus  the  canon  of  Augustin,  375,  embraces 
the  books  of  Tobit,  Judith,  Wisdom  of  Solomon,  Eccle 
siasticus,  first  and  second  of  the  Maccabees;  and  the 
third  Council  of  Carthage  adopted  the  same  enumera 
tion." 

The  Council  of  Trent,  in  1545,  gave  the  canon  or 
catalogue  of  the  books  of  the  Bible  as  we  have  it  in  the 
Vulgate  edition;  among  the  books  are  found  those 
which  the  protestant  version  rejects  as  apocryphal. 

The  Trentinian  canon  is  the  same  as  that  which  was 
given  by  Pope  Euginius  the  Fouth  in  the  year  1439,  by 
a  decree,  and  in  the  name  of  the  Roman  church  to  the 
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Jacobites  (i).  It  is  the  same  as  that  given  by  Pope 
Gelasius  in  497  (2).  It  is  the  same  as  that  given  by 
Pope  Innocent  the  First,  in  his  epistle  to  Exuperius  (3). 
The  same  catalogue  is  found  in  St.  Augustin's  book 
De  Doctrina  Christiana  (4).  The  third  Council  of  Car 
thage  gives  the  same  catalogue  in  397  (5);  and  also  the 
council  of  Hippo  in  305  (6).  Pope  Innocent  the  First 
testifies,  in  his  twenty-fifth  epistle  to  Decentius,  that 
the  African  church  had  received  the  Roman  canon  of 
the  Scriptures  from  the  Roman  church.  We  learn, 
moreover  from  the  first  epistle,  which  some  call  the 
second,  of  Pope  Clement,  who  lived  towards  the  end  of 
the  first  century,  that  the  same  catalogue  was  recog- 
recognized  by  the  Roman  church.  Clement  does  not 
mention  the  Gospel  of  St.  John,  nor  the  Apocalypse. 
It  is  thought  by  the  learned  that  the  Gospel  of  St.  John 
and  the  Apocalypse  were  not  then  written  (7).  St. 
John  wrote  the  Apocalypse  during  his  banishment  on 
the  Island  of  Patmos  where  he  had  been  banished  by  the 
emperor  Domitian.  After  his  return  he  wrote  his  Gos 
pel  at  the  request  of  the  bishops  of  Asia.  St.  Justin 
and  St.  Iraenaus  bear  evidence  that  when  the  Roman 
church  had  received  these  writings  she  recognized  them 
as  canonical.  Consult  St.  Jerom  (8). 

Ecclesiastical  writers  of  the  first  four  centuries  held 
different  opinions  with  regard  to  the- canon  or  catalogue 
of  the  books  of  the  Bible;  and  not  only  that,  but  the 
different  particular  churches  did  not  agree.  Four  cen- 


(i)  Apud  Hardin,  Acta  Concil.  torn.  9  col.  1023,  seq.  (2)  Tom.  4, 
Anastasii  de  vitis  Rom.  Pontificum,  edt.  Blanchinii  Roma  1735  pro- 
logam,  opusculum  3  pag.  61,  seq.  (3)  Apud  Constant,  Epist.  Rom, 
Pontif.  inter  Innosentii  ep.  6  cap  7.  (4)  De  Doctrina  Christiana  vol. 
2  ch  8.  (5)  Cap  47.  (6)  Can.  37.  (7)  Code  froi  Vendelini  de  dem 
entis  et  ej-vs  epist  alarum  tempore  devinitio,  opud  Colterii  Jtidicium  d* 
prior e  epistola  S.  dementis.  (8)  De  Viris  illustrilms. 
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turies  had  elapsed  before  the  canon  of  the  Sacred 
Scriptures  was  finally  settled.  We  have  seen  that  the 
first  five  books  are  ascribed  to  Moses;  but  in  the  last 
chapter  of  Dueteronomy,  in  the  last  of  the  five  books,  his 
death  and  burial  are  recorded.  That  portion  of  the 
book  was  evidently  written  by  some  other  person. 

Brownson  says  most  aptly  in  his  Essays;  "There  is 
no  authority  on  protestant  principle,  as  is  evident  from 
the  fact  that  protestants  have  no  canon.  They  exclude 
from  the  canon  established  by  the  church  several  books 
which  the  church  holds  to  be  canonical.  As  to  the 
remaining  books,  they  dispute  whether  they  are  canon 
ical  or  not.  Luther  rejected  the  Catholic  Epistle  of  St. 
James,  which  he  denominated  'an  epistle  of  straw;'  and 
also  doubted  the  canonicity  of  several  others.  Mr. 
Andrew  Norton,  a  learned  and  leading  Unitarian, 
formerly  professor  in  the  Divinity  School,  Cambridge, 
rejects  pretty  much  the  whole  of  the  Old  Testament; 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  the  Epistles  of  James  and 
Jude,  the  second  of  Peter,  and  the  Apocalypse,  in  the 
New  Testament;  casts  suspicion  on  the  canonicity  of  all 
the  Pauline  Epistles,  strikes  out  the  first  chapter  of 
Matthew  and  Luke,  and  such  portions  of  the  remaining 
books  as  are  demanded  by  the  conveniences  of  his 
critical  canons,  or  the  exegencies  of  his  dogmatic 
theology.  Not  a  few  of  our  Unitarians  restrict  the 
canon  to  the  four  Gospels.  Several  of  the  Germans 
strike  from  these  the  Gospel  according  to  St.  John; 
while  Strauss,  Baur,  and  Theodore  Parker,  regard  the 
remaining  Gospel  narratives  rather  as  a  collection  of 
anecdotes  illustrating  the  notions  of  early  Christian 
believers,  than  authentic  history  of  events  which  actually 
transpired;  and  the  great  body  of  Liberal  Christians, 
who  are  the  protestants  of  protestants,  agree  that  the 
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Bible  is  so  loosely  written,  is  so  filled  with  metaphor 
and  Oriental  hyperbole,  that  no  argument,  especially  no 
doctrine,  can  be  safely  built  on  single  words,  or  even  on 
single  sentences,  however  plain,  positive,  and  uncontra- 
dicted,  or  unmodified  by  other  portions  of  Scripture, 
their  meaning  may  seem  to  be.  It  is  evident  from  this 
statement  of  facts  that  protestants  have  no  canon;  that 
each  private  man  is  at  liberty  to  settle  the  canon 
according  to  his  own  private  judgment,  or  caprice;  and 
therefore  that  they  have  no  authentic  record  to  adduce 
as  evidence  of  the  fact  of  revelation.  They  must  agree 
among  themselves  what  is  Bible,  what  is  inspired 
Scripture,  and  authenticate  the  record,  before  they  can 
legitimately  introduce  it  as  an  infallible  witness." 

The  Ebionites  in  the  first  century,  admitted  no  part 
of  the  New  Testament  except  the  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew,  which  they  mutilated.  The  Gnostics,  the 
Martionites,  the  Manicheans,  etc.,  in  subsequent  times 
rejected  large  portions  of  the  Bible;  nothing  else  than 
the  supreme  authority  of  the  church  could  and  did  pro 
duce  harmony,  and  that  only  in  the  year  405. 

But  the  testimony  of  the  Christians  in  the  earlier 
ages  of  Christianity  bear  evidence  that  the  Bible  is 
authentic.  The  Ebinoites,  the  Cerinthians,  the  Gnostics, 
the  Manicheans,  the  Martionites  and  a  host  of  others,  I 
believe,  considered  themselves  Christians  according  to 
their  own  fashion;  yet  they  rejected  large  portions  of  the 
Bible;  their  evidence  is  therefore  not  admissible,  partic 
ularly  as  they  only  used  such  portions  of  the  Bible  as 
served  their  purpose.  You  must,  then,  fall  back  on 
the  orthodox  Christians  for  your  evidence;  but  they 
were  not  agreed  with  regard  to  the  canon  of  the  Bible, 
for,  as  we  have  seen,  ecclesiastical  writers,  in  those 
times,  differed  from  each  other  as  to  what  constituted 
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the  canon;  and  the  canons  of  the  different  particular 
churches  did  not  harmonize.  Conflicting  evidence  is 
not  admissible,  and  therefore  does  not  settle  the 
question.  But  the  Roman  church  bore  constant 
evidence  from  the  Apostolic  times  as  to  what  consti 
tuted  the  catalogue  of  the  books  of  the  Sacred  Scrip 
tures. 

By  appealing  to  the  Roman  church  you  depart  from 
your  principle  of  fallibility.  You  do  not  recognize  the 
supreme  authority  of  the  Roman  church  as  infallible, 
and  consequently  you  do  not  acknowledge  the  Roman 
church  to  be  infallible.  By  taking  the  Roman  church 
as  the  witness  of  the  canonicity  of  the  Bible,  and  by 
rejecting  her  definitions  of  other  Christian  truths,  you 
put  yourself  in  a  false  and  very  ugly  position.  You  say 
that  the  Roman  church  can  err;  and  by  the  fact  of  your 
protesting  against  her,  you  say  the  she  has  erred;  there 
fore,  according  to  your  principle,  you  cannot  accept  the 
evidence  of  the  Roman  church.  Besides,  the  Roman 
church  says  that  not  all  the  canonical  books  are  in  your 
Bible;  from  this  fact  it  is  evident  that  you  reject  the 
authority  of  the  Roman  church  in  defining  what  books 
are  Bible  and  what  books  are  not.  In  rejecting  an 
infallible  authority  it  is  impossible  to  prove  with  infal 
lible  certitude  the  canon  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures.  By 
fallible  witnesses  we  may  be  deceived;  but  if  we  have 
no  other  than  fallible  witnesses  to  prove  that  the  Bible 
is  the  Word  of  God  we  are  uncertain  whether  the  Bible 
is  the  Word  of  God  or  not;  the  Biblist  cannot  therefore 
adduce  the  Bible  as  the  witness  of  supernatural  reve 
lation. 

We  have,  moreover,  many  different  versions  of  the 
Bible,  which  differ  not  only  in  minor  points,  but,  in 
many  instances  convey  a  different  sense.  He,  who  will 


!86  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

take  the  trouble  to  compare  the  different  versions,  will 
find  such  to  be  the  fact.  The  version  of  King  James  is 
not  the  same  as  the  Doway;  nor  does  it  correspond  with 
the  protestant  Bible  printed  in  1562,  in  1577,  and  in 
1597.  The  New  American  Cyclopedia,  in  article 
"Bible,"  has  the  following:  "The  task  of  purifying  the 
Greek  in  the  New  Testament  and  bringing  it  to  the  per 
fection  in  which  it  is  presented  to  us  in  our  latest  and 
best  editions,  was  much  less  difficult  than  that  of 
recovering  the  true  text  of  the  Old  Testiment.  Not  a 
fragment  of  writing  from  the  hands  of  an  Evangelist  or 
an  Apostle  survived  the  early  generations  that  used  the 
original  MSS.,  and  wrote  them  ont.  The  primitive 
Christians,  though  setting  a  high  value  upon  the  pro 
ductions,  did  not  feel  the  importance  of  laying  them 
sacredly  aside.  The  greater  their  value,  the  more 
extensive  their  circulation,  the  briefer  consequently 
their  existence.  The  books  of  the  New  Testament  were 
written  after  the  custom  of  the  times,  upon  papyrus  or 
parchment,  finer  and  more  durable,  which  was  begin 
ning  to  take  the  place  of  papyrus,  and  were  in  the  roll- 
form.  The  writing  itself  done  with  a  reed  and  ink,  was 
in  unical  or  large  letters  and  ran  in  continuous  lines. 
There  were  no  spaces  between  the  words;  there  were  no 
capitals  or  stops,  and  very  few  sentences;  iota  sub 
scripts,  accents  and  breathings  were  all  omitted.  The 
heading  of  the  books,  'according  to  St.  Matthew,' 
'according  to  St.  Luke,'  etc.,  was  added  later,  probably 
not  before  the  whole  collection  of  the  Gospels  was 
made.  The  epistles  may  have  had  their  address  marked 
upon  them,  though  it  is  perhaps  inferred  from  the  open 
ing  chapters.  The  title  Catholic'  was  bestowed  upon 
an  epistle  during  the  end  of  the  second  century.  The 
earlier  copies  of  these  books  were  sought  by  individuals 
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for  private  use.  Hence  it  might  easily  happen  that 
as  copies  multiplied  they  would  vary  more  or  less  from 
the  original  and  from  each  other,  through  the  careless 
ness,  mistakes,  or  the  stupidity  of  many  writers,  who 
confounded  letters,  omitted  and  repeated  words,  or 
falsely  divided  them.  Doctrinal  prejudices  had  likewise 
some  effect  in  corrupting  the  text  during  this  uncertain 
and  irresponsible  period;  but  yet  more  injury  was  done 
by  the  caprices  of  caligraphists,  who  took  liberties  with 
the  spelling  or  the  adornment  of  the  MSS.  Here  and 
there  they  undertook  to  insert  historical  or  geographical 
amendments;  or  again,  in  their  anxiety  to  make  several 
books  harmonize,  they  ventured  upon  interpolations  or 
corrections,  which  were  by  no  means  calculated  to  pre 
serve  the  integrity  of  the  writing.  We  must  add  to  all 
this,  the  glosses  that  were  inserted  in  the  text,  and  the 
marginal  notes  made  by  some  learned  scribe,  and  after 
wards  by  some  dull  transcriber  introduced  into  the  body 
of  the  MSS.  The  number  of  copyists  was  great. 
Ignorant  men  undertook  the  work,  because  there  was 
much  of  it  to  be  done;  and  learned  men  undertook  to 
prevent  its  being  done  badly;  but  amendments  of  the 
latter  were  sometimes  as  injudicious  as  the  blunders  of 
the  former.  The  most  famous  copyists,  the  calligraph- 
ists  of  Alexandria,  were  not  well  acquainted  with  Greek 
and  Latin,  and  no  care,  skill  or  beauty  of  execution 
could  make  amends  for  that  defect." 

We  cannot  suppose,  because  there  are  many  and 
various  conflicting  editions  of  the  Bible  and  have  been 
in  the  earlier  ages  of  Christianity,  owing  to  the  ignor 
ance  and  carelessness  of  copyists,  that  no  accurate  ver 
sion  has  come  down  to  us,  because  there  have  been 
many  conscientious  and  learned  men  in  all  ages  who 
have  translated  and  copied  the  Bible.  But  without  an 
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infallible  and  divinely  assisted  guardian  of  supernatural 
revelation,  we  cannot  know  which  one  of  the  different 
versions  of  the  Bible  is  correct,  or  whether  any  one  is 
accurate  in  all  its  parts,  as  is  evident  from  the  fact  that 
many  different  versions  do  not  harmonize,  but  even 
differ  in  doctrinal  points.'  From  the  principle  of  falli 
bility,  then,  it  cannot  be  established  that  the  Bible,  as 
we  have  it,  is  the  same  as  the  original,  because  the  ori 
ginal  is  not  in  existence.  We  have  not  even  the 
original  copies,  nor  do  we  know  by  whom  the  first 
copies  were  made.  We  have  to  depend  on  the  first 
copyists  and  translators;  but  as  they  did  not  agree 
among  themselves,  we  have  no  certitude,  at  least  no 
infallible  certitude  without  an  infallible  authority  dis 
tinct  from  the  Bible,  of  the  accuracy  of  the  Sacred 
Scriptures.  The  only  means,  then,  left  are  the  recog 
nition  of  an  inerrable  witness  of  the  truths  of  super 
natural  revelation,  distinct  from  the  Bible,  and  an  infal 
lible  authority.  You  recognize  neither  an  inerrable  wit 
ness  of  supernatural  revelation,  nor  an  infallible  author 
ity;  therefore  you  do  not  know  whether  you  have  a  true 
or  false  Bible. 

Finally,  the  Divine  inspiration  of  the  Bible  cannot 
be  proved  until  it  is  infallibly  shown  that  it  is  authentic 
and  accurate,  or  genuine;  and  even  then  an  infallible 
authority,  an  authority  commissioned  by  God  to  teach 
infallibly  the  truths  of  supernatural  revelation,  is 
required  from  which  we  can  know,  without  the  least 
danger  of  erring  or  deception,  that  the  books  of  which 
the  Bible  is  composed,  are  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost. 
Moreover,  Divine  inspiration  is  a  supernatural  fact,  a 
supernatural  fact  which  does  not  fall  under  the  senses; 
not  like  the  supernatural  fact  of  the  resurrection  of  a 
dead  man  to  life;  it  cannot  therefore  be  proved  from 
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human  reason,  nor  natural  evidence,  because  it  is  out 
side  the  domain  of  human  reason;  we  can  then  only 
know  the  supernatural  fact  of  the  Divine  inspiration  of 
the  Bible  from  an  authority  distinct  from  the  Bible.  But 
as  you  acknowledge  no  infallible  authority,  no  divinely 
commissioned  and  inerrable  teacher  of  supernatural 
revelation,  you  cannot  establish  the  supernatural  fact 
that  the  Bible  is  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  It  will 
not  do  to  attempt  to  prove  the  Divine  inspiration  from 
the  Bible  itself,  for  then  you  assume  the  book  to  be 
authentic  and  accurate,  or  genuine;  but  this  remains  for 
you  to  prove  before  you  can  attempt  to  adduce  it  as 
doctrinal  evidence.  I  know  very  well  that  a  text  is 
quoted  from  St.  Paul's  Epistle  to  Timothy,  to  prove  the 
inspiration  of  the  Bible:  "All  Scripture,  divinely 
inspired,  is  profitable  to  teach,  to  reprove,  to  correct, 
to  instruct  in  justice."  Before  that  passage  of  St.  Paul 
or  any  other  Scriptural  passage  can  be  adduced  as 
doctrinal  evidence,  we  must  be  infallibly  certain  that 
the  Scriptures  are  authentic  and  accurate.  Moreover, 
St.  Paul  does  not  say  what  books  are  divinely  inspired 
Scripture.  No  text  can  be  found  in  any  part  of  the 
Bible  which  says  that  the  whole  Bible  is  inspired. 

But  we  are  assured  that  the  testimony  of  all  ages  is 
sufficient  evidence.  Enough  has  already  been  said  to 
prove  the  contrary.  But  who  are  the  witnesses?  They 
cannot  be  pagans,  because  they  did  not  only  refuse  to 
believe  in  the  Sacred  Writing,  but  frequently  destroyed 
all  the  copies  they  could  find.  The  old  heretics  cannot 
be  the  witnesses,  for  we  learn  from  Tertullian,  and  from 
many  other  ancient  writers,  that  they  did  not  receive  all 
the  Sacred  Scriptures,  and  those  portions  they  did 
receive,  they  corrupted.  You  have,  then,  to  fall  back- 
on  the  Catholic  church  for  your  evidence.  But  you  tell 
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us  that  we  see  in  the  Catholic  church,  present  and  past, 
only  men  subject  to  error,  and  most  of  them  accom 
plices  of  the  long  continued  abomination  of  the  church 
of  Rome,  for  the  English  church  tells  us  in  her  homilies 
that  the  church  of  Rome  has  been  buried  in  idolatry  for  a 
thousand  years  or  more.  Suspected  witnesses  can  have 
no  claim  on  our  belief  except  in  their  capacity  to 
deceive  us;  they  are  therefore  not  admissible.  The 
Divine  inspiration,  the  integrity  and  authenticity  of  the 
Sacred  Scriptures  cannot  therefore  be  proved  from  your 
principle  of  fallibility;  an  infallible  authority  must  first 
be  established  and  admitted. 


CHAPTER    TWENTY-FOURTH. 

HUMAN  REASON  CANNOT  BE  THE  WITNESS 
OF  SUPERNATURAL  REVELATION. 

WE  have  seen  in  the  preceding  chapter  that  the 
Biblist  cannot  adduce  the  Sacred  Scriptures  as 
the  witness  of  supernatural  revelation.  The  next 
appeal  is  made  to  human  reason,  which  is  considered 
amply  sufficient  to  solve  the  difficulty,  particularly  in 
this  age.  Many  take  it  for  their  guide  on  their  journey 
of  the  stormy  sea  of  life.  They  tell  us  that  they  do  not 
believe  what  thay  cannot  fathom  with  their  intellect; 
they  look  upon  those  as  slaves,  who  subject  their  reason 
to  the  belief  of  truths  which  are  beyond  it;  but  they 
seem  to  forget  that  there  are  truths  in  the  natural  order 
which  human  reason  cannot  explain.  My  will  is  a 
faculty  of  my  soul;  by  an  act  of  the  will  I  move  my  arm 
or  -finger;  the  relation  between  the  will  and  motion  of 
the  arm  is  superintelligible.  The  seed  is  thrown  into 
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the  ground;  it  springs  up  and  becomes  a  tree;  human 
reason  does  not  tell  us  how  this  happens.  Electricity 
travels  hundreds  of  miles  almost  instantaneously; 
human  reason  cannot  explain  the  phenomenon.  Many 
other  truths  of  a  similar  nature  can  be  found  in  the 
natural  order.  If,  then,  truths  are  found  in  the  natural 
order  which  are  beyond  the  human  intellect  how  much 
more  must  the  truths  in  the  supernatural  order  be 
above  human  reason. 

As  so  much  stress  is  laid  on  human  reason,  and  as 
the  Rationalist  considers  it  sufficient  to  attain  all  the 
knowledge  required  to  obtain  the  end  of  our  creation,  it 
is  important  to  understand  what  is  meant  by  human 
reason.  Human  reason  is  an  intuition  of  principles  or 
of  seeing  self-evident  truths.  In  seeing  self-evident 
truths  there  must  be  a  subject  seeing,  for  without  a  sub 
ject  seeing  or  an  intelligence  there  can  evidently  be  no 
thought,  and  consequently  no  re'ason.  Besides  the  sub 
ject  seeing  or  thinking,  there  must  also  be  an  object 
seen  or  known,  for  otherwise  there  can  be  no  thought. 
To  see  or  think  nothing  is  not  to  see  or  think  at  all  as 
appears  evident.  But  as  in  thought  there  must  be  a 
subject  as  well  as  an  object,  the  object  must  be  carried 
over  to  the  subject  thinking  or  knowing,  or,  in  other 
words,  there  must  be  a  copula  or  nexus  between  them. 
But  as  human  reason  is  seeing  self-evident  truths,  it 
must  therefore  have  these  three  elements,  namely,  a 
subject  seeing  or  thinking,  an  object  seen  or  thought 
and  a  nexus  between  the  subject  and  object.  It  appears 
to  me  that  the  nexus  between  the  subject  and  object 
must  be  something  real;  and  though  it  unites  the  subject 
and  object,  and  makes  thought  an  organic  whole,  yet  it 
is  something  really  distinct  from  the  subject  and  object, 
for  otherwise  it  would  either  be  subject  or  object  or  a 
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part  of  the  subject  and  object,  and  consequently  no 
nexus  or  copula  at  all,  nothing  by  which  the  object  is 
presented  to  the  subject,  which,  I  think,  cannot  be 
rationally  admitted. 

St.  Thomas  asking  the  question  whether  truth  is 
only  in  the  intellect  says  towards  the  end  of  the  article: 
"Et  similiter  res  naturales  dicuntur  verce  secundum  quod 
assequentur  similitudenem  specierum  qua  sunt  in  ment 
divina\  diciiur  enim  verus  lapis  qui  assequitur  propriam 
lapidis  nattiram  secundum  prw  conceptionem  intellectus 
divini."  St.  Thomas,  as  appears  to  me,  places  the  sim 
ilitude  between  the  stone  and  the  intellect,  and,  as  I 
understand  him,  makes  the  similitude  or  the  ideal  some 
thing  distinct  from  either  subject  or  object.  The  simili 
tude  must  be  something  real,  for  otherwise  it  could  not 
be  a  similitude;  and  this  seems  to  be  the  meaning  of  the 
holy  doctor,  for  he  says  it  is  the  similitude  of  the  idea 
existing  in  the  Divine  Mind.  Now,  as  the  similitude  is 
a  reality,  and  not  the  Divine  and  eternal  idea,  but  a 
resemblance  of  it,  it  must  be  created.  The  subject 
thinking  evidently  cannot  create  it,  for  an  omnipotent 
power  is  required  to  bring  nothing  into  existence:  the 
same  can  be  said  with  regard  to  the  object.  But  pre 
servation  is  creation  continued,  for  the  same  almighty 
power  that  brought  things  out  of  nothing  into  existence 
is  required  to  uphold,  sustain  and  preserve  them;  it  is 
then,  by  the  creative  act,  or,  if  you  will,  by  the  preserv 
ing  power  of  God  that  the  subject  thinking  arrives  at 
the  knowledge  of  the  object.  Take  away  the  creative 
act,  then,  you  have  no  similitude,  no  copula  between 
the  subject  and  the  object;  and  you  have,  moreover,  no 
subject  and  no  object,  for  if  God  would  withdraw  His 
creative  act,  or,  what  is  the  same,  His  preserving  power 
from  creation,  it  would  fall  back  into  its  original  noth 
ingness. 
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But  it  is  alleged;  if  you  hold  this  doctrine,  you  must 
admit  peripaticism,  which  holds  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  intellect  which  was  not  first  in  the  senses. 

Of  the  immaterial  real  we  can  have  an  idea  without 
a  phantasma,  that  is  without  any  sensible  image,  for 
otherwise  we  could  have  no  idea  of  truth,  justice,  etc., 
for  these  can  have  no  sensible  form.  All  that  we  can 
have  of  truth,  justice  and  of  all  other  intellectual  objects 
—I  say  intellectual  in  contradistinction  to  sensible 
objects— is  the  idea  of  harmony,  and  the  idea  of  the  dif 
ference  between  such  objects.  In  relation  to  this  sub 
ject  Bishop  Bouvier  says  in  h''s  philosophy  (i):  "But 
absolute  and  eternal  truths  are  objects  of  pure  ideas 
and  are  placed  outside  of  us  and  independent  of  us; 
they  exist  of  themselves.  If  we  diligently  examine 
their  properties,  we  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
they  are  to  be  placed  in  the  essence  of  God,  for  God 
sees  in  Himself  from  eternity  what  He  can  create,  and 
in  what  degree  He  can  communicate  His  perfections  to 
contingent  beings;  and  He  contains  eminentcr  in  Himself 
whatever  perfection  there  is  in  creatures.  The  order  of 
this  knowledge  appertains  to  all  possibilities  or  essences 
of  things  and  their  various  relations,  so  that  we  can 
not  consider  them  absolute  beings,  as  we  have  already 
observed  above;  they  are  eternal  and  immutable,  par 
ticularly  the  idea  of  an  Infinite  Being,  of  infinite  good 
ness,  of  absolute  justice We  can  have  no  pure 

ideas  immediately  through  the  senses,  for  first,  the 
object  of  the  idea  is  essentially  repugnant  to  the  obj  :ct 
of  sensation,  and  no  operation  of  the  mind  can  remove 
this  repugnance. 

Second,   we   have  a    positive    idea    of    God;   but  no 


(i)  Page  395. 


-1 94  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

sense  can  produce  such  an  idea.  But  this  idea, 
although  positive,  is  very  imperfect,  and  essentially 
differs  from  the  intuitive  vision  by  which  we  see  God  as 
He  is;  and  we  can  only  arrive  at  the  knowledge  of  that 
mystery  by  revelation.  The  same  is  to  be  said  with 

regard  to    the  ideas  of    justice,  beauty  and    truth 

We  must  therefore  conclude  in  relation  to  pure  ideas, 
that  God  acts  upon  and  illuminates  the  mind  by  mani 
festing  the  intrinsic  properties  of  things,  or  the  possible 
relations  between  them  as  He  sees  them  in  Himself, 
that  is  in  His  eternal  reason,  independent  of  any  exist 
ence,  even  before  any  existence,  and  indeed  He  only 
acts  according  to  His  eternal  exemplars." 

The  principles  or  self-evident  truths  are  in  the 
natural  order,  that  is,  within  the  space  of  created  nature, 
or,  in  other  words,  within  the  domain  of  natural  reason, 
otherwise  they  could  not  be  intuitively  known;  for  the 
mind  in  having  intuition  of  principles  is  circumscribed 
by  limits;  it  cannot  go  beyond  the  limits  marked  out 
by  the  Creator.  But  if  human  reason  be  the  witness 
of  supernatural  revelation,  it  must  see  God  face  to  face; 
it  must  understand  God  in  His  infinitude;  it  must, 
moreover,  know  by  intuition  that  God  has  made  a 
supernatural  revelation,  but  God  is  the  supernatural; 
He  is  incomprehensible  and  infinite  in  all  His  attributes; 
but  human  reason  cannot  fathom  the  incomprehensibil 
ity  of  God;  it  cannot  understand  His  infinitude;  the 
finite  cannot  understand  the  infinite;  but  as  human  rea 
son  is  finite  it  cannot,  on  the  ground  of  its  intuitive 
knowledge  of  God,  be  the  witness  of  supernatural  revel 
ation.  It  cannot  be  the  witness  on  the  ground  of  its 
intuitive  perception  of  the  truths  of  the  matter  revealed, 
because  they  extend  beyond  the  limits  of  the  natural 
intellect.  How  can  human  reason  fathom  this  truth 
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that  one  God  exists  in  three  Divine  Persons,  that  the 
three  Divine  Persons  are  really  distinct,  yet  have  one 
essence,  one  nature,  and  consequently  are  only  one  God. 
Furthermore,  if  human  reason  could  have  an  intuitive 
perception  of  the  intrinsic  truths  of  the  matter  revealed, 
these  truths  would  not  be  supernatural,  but  simply 
natural;  they  would,  then,  not  be  a  matter  of  faith  but 
of  science;  this  would  entirely  destroy  faith;  but  faith  is 
to  believe  what  is  not  seen;  it  is  a  gift  of  God  by  which 
we  believe  all  the  supernatural  truths  He  has  revealed; 
and  the  ground  of  this  belief  is  the  authority  of  God 
Himself. 

But  it  is  asserted  that  the  existence  of  God  can  be 
demonstrated  by  human  reason  and  also  His  attributes; 
therefore  human  reason  is  the  witness  of  supernatural 
revelation. 

Let  it  be  conceded  that  the  existence  of  God  and 
His  attributes  can  be  demonstrated  by  natural  reason; 
nevertheless,  the  most  that  natural  reason  can  prove 
is  the  possibility  of  supernatural  revelation;  it  cannot 
prove  its  actual  existence,  and  much  less  can  it  deter 
mine  what  it  is.  It  can  know  from  the  natural  order 
the  supernatural  only  as  far  as  it  appertains  to  the  exist 
ence  of  God,  and  only  as  far  as  He  manifests  Himself 
in  the  natural  order;  but  it  cannot  know  God's  mani 
festations  in  the  supernatural  order;  supernatural  revel 
ation  is  required  for  this,  concerning  which  human  rea 
son  is  not  and  cannot  be  the  witness,  because  it  is 
beyond  its  limits.  We  must,  then,  seek  a  witness  of 
supernatural  revelation  elsewhere.  - 
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CHAPTER    TWENTY-FIFTH. 

THE  CHURCH   OF   CHRIST. 

WE  have  no  lasting  place  here;  the  longest  life  a 
man  can  enjoy  is  but  a  moment  compared  with 
eternity.  We  are  therefore  pilgrims  embarked  on  the 
frail  ship  of  life;  are  steering  our  vessel  on  the  sea  of 
life  to  the  harbor  of  eternity,  and  are  expecting  to 
arrive  at  the  port  of  eternal  happiness.  As  tempests 
arise  on  the  ocean,  and  waves  like  mountains  sweep 
over  the  face  of  the  deep;  and  the  ships  are  tossed 
about  by  the  angry  billows  and  are  in  danger  of  being 
engulfed,  or  dashed  against  cliffs,  so  we,  if  we  wish  not 
to  perish,  must  have  a  skillful  pilot  to  direct  the  vessel, 
on  which  we  are  sailing  toward  eternity,  to  the  port  of 
eternal  happiness.  We  have  seen  that  the  Biblist  cannot 
adduce  the  Bible  as  the  witness  of  suppernatural  revela 
tion,  and  consequently  not  as  the  guide  to  eternal 
beatitude;  and  we  have  also  seen  the  insufficiency  of 
human  reason. 

It  is  a  historical  fact  that  those,  who  have  rejected 
the  infallible  authority  divinely  commissioned  to  teach 
faith  and  morals,  have  from  the  commencement  of 
Christianity  down  to  our  time,  varied  in  their  religious 
belief,  and  have  been  carried  about  by  every  wind  of 
doctrine.  In  speaking  of  the  heresies  of  his  time  Ter- 
tullian  says  in  his  book  of  prescription:  "The  progress 
of  this  matter" — heresy— "is  a  confession  of  its  nature, 
and  of  the  manner  of  its  birth.  The  same  thing  was 
allowed  to  the  Valentines  as  to  Valentine,  the  same  to 
the  Marcionites  as  to  Marcion, — to  change  the  faith 
according  to  their  pleasure.  Finally,  all  heresies,  when 
thoroughly  examined,  are  found  to  differ  in  many  things 
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from  their  founders."  St.  Hilary  reproaches  the 
Emperor  Constantius,  the  protector  of  the  Arian  heresy; 
and  while  the  Emperor  called  new  councils  to  reform 
the  creed  of  the  Arians  and  to  frame  new  confesssions 
of  faith  for  them,  the  holy  bishop  thus  addresses 
him.  (i)  "Your  case  is  similar  to  that  of  unskilful  archi 
tects,  who  are  never  pleased  with  their  own  work.  You 
do  nothing  but  build  up  and  pull  down;  whereas  the 
Catholic  church,  the  first  time  she  assembled,  raised  an 
immortal  edifice,  and  gave  in  the  symbol  of  Nice  so  full 
a  declaration  of  truth,  that  to  condemn  Arianism  for 
ever,  nothing  more  is  necessary  than  to  repeat  that 
creed."  Bossuet  says  in  relation  to  the  collection  of 
the  confessions  of  faith  printed  in  Geneva  (Systema 
Conf.  Fidei  Gen.  1654):  (2)  "A  long  time  since  a  col 
lection  of  faith  has  been  printed  at  Geneva  in  which 
with  that  of  the  defenders  of  the  figurative  sense, 
namely,  that  of  France  and  the  Swiss,  are  also  those  of 
the  defenders  of  the  literal  sense,  namely  that  of 
Augsburg  and  some  others.  What  is  still  more  remark 
able  is  this,  that  though  the  confessions  there  collected 
be  so  different,  and  in  many  articles  of  faith  condemn 
one  another  in  the  preface  of  this  collection.  They  are 
notwithstanding  proposed  as  one  entire  body  of  sacred 
divinity,  and  as  authentic  records  which  men  ought  to 
have  recourse  to  in  order  to  know  the  ancient  and  prim 
itive  faith.  They  are  dedicated  to  the  kings  of  England, 
Scotland,  Denmark,  and  Sweden,  and  to  those  princes 
and  republics  by  whom  they  are  followed.  That  those 
kings  and  states  should  be  separated  from  each  other  in 
communion  as  well  as  in  faith,  is  a  matter  of  no  conse 
quence.  Those  of  Geneva  address  them,  notwithstand- 


(i)  Lib  contra  Constant,  No.  23,  Col.  1254'     (2)  Variations,  p.  7. 
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ing,  as  true  believers,  enlightened  in  latter  times  by  a 
special  grace  of  God,  with  the  true  light  of  the  Gospel; 
and  then  present  them  with  all  these  confessions  of  faith, 
as  an  external  monument  of  the  extraordinary  piety  of 
their  ancestors." 

All  and  every  one  of  the  different  Christian  denom 
inations,  though  differing  among  themselves  and  contra 
dicting  one  another,  wish  us  to  accept  their  religious 
teaching  as  the  true  doctrine  of  Christianity;  but  before 
they  can  have  the  right  to  lay  claim  to  our  belief  in  their 
doctrines,  they  must  prove  by  historical  arguments,  by 
arguments  which  are  unanswerable,  that  what  they  pro 
pose  to  us  to  be  believed  is  the  true  doctrine  of  early 
Christianity.  We  can  use  the  same  argument  against 
them  which  Tertullian  used  against  the  heretics  of  his 
time:  (i)  "But  if  any  (heresies)  dare  to  place  them 
selves  in  the  midst  of  an  apostolic  age,  that  they  may 
therefore  seem  to  have  been  handed  down  from  the 
Apostles,  because  they  existed  under  the  Apostles,  we 
may  say:  Let  shem  make  known  the  origin  of  their 
churches,  let  them  unroll  the  line  of  their  bishops,  so 
coming  down  by  succession  from  the  beginning,  that 
their  first  bishop  had  for  his  author  and  predecessor 
some  one  of  the  Apostles,  or  of  apostolic  men,  so  he 
were  one_  that  continued  steadfast  with  the  Apostles. 
For  in  this  manner  do  the  apostolic  churches  reckon 
their  origin;  as  the  church  of  Smyrneans  recounts  that 
Polycarp  was  placed  there  by  John;  and  as  that  of  the 
Roman  does  that  Clement  was  in  like  manner  ordained 
by  Peter;  just  as  also  the  rest  show  those,  whom,  being 
appointed  by  the  Apostles  to  the  episcopate,  they  have 
as  transmitters  of  the  apostolic  seed." 


(i)  De  prascrip.  Heret.  cap.  32. 
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Although  the  different  Christian  denominations  or 
sects  have  various  and  contradictory  views  concerning 
primitive  Christianity,  nevertheless  the  great  problem, 
in  relation  to  the  destiny  of  man,  the  knowledge  of  the 
means  required  to  attain  his  end,  or  the  knowledge  of 
supernatural  revelation  in  its  genuine  sense,  can  only 
be  solved  by  Christianity  as  it  came  from  the  -hands  of 
its  Divine  Founder,  and  handed  down  to  us  pure  and 
unadulterated.  The  subjective  form  of  Christianity,  or 
the  Christian,  or  the  Catholic  church,  is  a  historical  and 
public  fact  known  by  the  nations  of  the  earth  during 
the  period  of  eighteen  hundred  years. 

The  advent  of  Christ  into  the  world  is  an  event. 
Events  must  always  be  connected  with  the  time  in 
which  they  transpire,  otherwise  they  can  have  no  exist 
ence.  In  order  to  be  accredited  they  must  be  attested 
by  evidence  sufficiently  weighty  to  produce  moral  certi 
tude.  The  combined  armies  of  Sobieski,  king  of 
Poland,  and  of  Austria  defeating  the  army  of  the  Turks 
before  the  walls  of  Vienna,  and  putting  it  to  flight  on. 
the  1 2th  of  September  A.  D.  1683,  is  an  event  con 
nected  with  the  date  given  above,  attested  by  historians 
without  any  contradiction,  and  believed  by  all  nations.. 
If  an  event  forms  an  epoch,  we  have  still  weightier 
grounds  for  believing  it.  Constantine  the  Great,  con 
quering  Maxentius  in  A.  D.  312  destroying  paganism 
and  building  Christianity  on  its  ruins,  forms  an  epoch 
in  the  Christian  era.  We  have  not  only  historians  who- 
attest  this  fact,  but  also  the  Christian  monuments  of 
fifteen  hundred  years.  But  an  era  affords  the  strongest 
proof  which  the  testimony  of  men  can  give  of  the  certi- 
titude  of  an  event.  The  birth  of  Christ  forms  an  era; 
we  reckon  our  years  from  Him. 

The  Christian  era  teaches  that  our  Savior  was  born 
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in  Bethlehem  of  Judea,  nearly  nineteen  centuries  ago. 
If  any  one  will  deny  this  he  will  be  compelled  to  deny 
the  Christian  era,  that  is,  the  testimony  of  eighteen 
centuries.  Josephus  the  Jewish  historian,  mentions 
our  Savior  in  his  Antiquies  of  the  Jews,  in  the  eigh 
teenth  book  he  calls  Him  "a  wise  man  if  it  be  lawful  to 
call  him  a  man."  Tacitus  says  in  his  annals  (i): 
"Nero,  in  order  to  stifle  the  rumor — as  if  he  had  set 
Rome  on  fire — ascribed  it  to  those  people  who  were 
hated  for  their  wicked  practices  and  called  by  the  vul 
gar,  Christians;  these  he  punished  exquisitely.  The 
author  of  this  name  was  Christ,  Who  in  the  reign  of 
Tiberius  was  brought  to  punishment  by  Pontius  Pilate 
the  Procurator."  Pliny,  the  Proconsul  of  Asia,  states 
that  "the  Christians  sing  a  hymn  to  Christ  as  to  a  God." 

Eusebius  writes  thus:  (2)  "After  the  necessary  pre 
liminaries  to  the  ecclesiastical  history,  which  we  have 
proposed  to  write,  it  now  remains  that  we  commence 
our  course  invoking  God  the  Father  of  the  Word,  and 
Jesus  Christ  Himself,  our  revealed  Savior  and  Lord,  the 
heavenly  Word  of  God  as  our  aid  and  fellow  laborer  in 
the  narrative  of  truth.  It  was  the  forty-second  year  of 
the  reign  of  Augustus,  but  the  twenty-eighth  from  the 
subjugation  of  Egypt  and  the  death  of  Anthony  and  of 
Cleopatra,  which  terminated  the  dynasty  of  Ptolemies, 
when,  according  to  the  prophetic  prediction,  our  Lord 
and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  was  born  in  Bethlehem  of 
Judea;  the  same  year  when  the  first  census  were  taken; 
and  Querinus  was  governor  of  Syria." 

Christ  our  Lord  was  not  only  on  earth,  but  He 
founded  a  society  or  established  a  church,  which  even 


(r)  Book  15,  Chap.  44,  A.  D.  no.      (2)    Eec.  his.  book    i,  chap  5. 
Antiquites  of  the  Jews,  Book  i8th,  Chap.  3. 
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to  this  day  is  named  after  Him;  it  is  called  the  Chris 
tian,  but  more  commonly  the  Catholic  church.  Jose 
phus.  the  Jewish  historian  says:  "Now  there  was  about 
this  time,  Jesus,  a  wise  man,  if  it  be  lawful  to  call  Him 
a  man.  for  He  was  a  doer  of  wonderful  works,  a  teacher 
of  such  men  as  recived  the  truth  wish  pleasure.  He 
drew  over  to  him  both  many  of  the  Jews  and  many  of 
the  Gentiles.  He  was  the  Christ.  And  when  Pilate, 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  principal  men  among  us,  had 
condemned  Him  to  the  cross;  those  that  loved  Him  at 
first  did  not  forsake  Him,  for  He  appeared  to  them 
alive  again  on  the  third  day  as  the  Divine  Prophets  had 
foretold  these  and  ten  thousand  other  wonderful  things 
concerning  Him.  And  the  tribe  of  Christians,  so 
named  from  Him,  is  not  extinct  at  this  day." 

Josephus  says  that  Christ  was  a  teacher  of  such  men 
as  received  the  truth  with  pleasure,  that  he  drew  over 
to  Himself  many  Jews  and  Gentiles,  and  that  His  fol 
lowers  were  not  extinct  when  he  wrote  that  part  of  his 
history.  He  mentions  the  followers  of  Christ,  but  as 
Christ  departed  from  them,  they  could  not  follow  Him 
in  person;  they  therefore  followed  His  teachings,  that  is 
they  made  profession  of  believing  the  truths  He  had 
taught  them,  and  of  submitting  to  His  laws;  they 
were  therefore  a  society,  a  number  of  men  called 
together  by  Him  to  believe  His  truths  and  to  obey  His 
laws,  or  they  were  a  church,  for  the  very  word  church 
means  a  calling  together.  Christ,  then,  according  to 
Josephus  founded  a  church. 

Pliny,  the  Proconsul  of  Asia,  wrote  to  the  Roman 
Emperor  Trojan  in  the  year  112.  Among  other  things 
he  says:  (i)  "However  they  assure  me  that  the  main  of 


(i)  Liber  10  Ep.  97. 
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their  faults  or  of  their  mistakes  was  this,  that  they  were 
wont,  on  a  stated  day,  to  meet  together  before  it  was 
light,  and  to  sing  a  hymn  to  Christ  as  to  a  God,  alter 
nately,  and  to  oblige  themselves  by  a  sacrament  or  oath 
not  to  do  anything  that  was  ill,  but  that  they  would 
commit  no  theft  or  pilfering,  or  adultery;  that  they 
would  not  break  their  promises,  or  deny  what  was 
deposited  with  them  when  it  was  required  back  again; 
after  which  it  was  their  custom  to  depart,  and  meet 
again  at  a  common  but  innocent  meal,  which  yet  they 
had  left  off  upon  that  edict  which  I  published  at  your 
command,  and  wherein  I  had  forbidden  any  such  con 
venticles.  These  examples  made  me  think  it  necessary 
to  inquire  by  torments  what  the  truth  was,  which  I  did 
of  two  servant-maids,  who  were  called  deaconesses;  but 
still  J  discovered  no  more  than  that  they  were  addicted 
to,  a  bad  and  extravagant  superstition.  Hereupon  I 
have  put  off  any  further  examination,  and  have  recourse 
to  you;  for  the  affair  seems  to  be  well  worth  consulta 
tion,  especially  on  account  of  the  great  number  of  those 
that  are  in  danger;  for  there  are  many  of  every  age,  of 
every  rank,  and  of  both  sexes,  who  are  now  and  here 
after  likely  to  be  called  to  account,  and  to  be  in  danger: 
for  this  superstition  is  spread  like  a  contagion,  not  only 
in  cities,  but  in  villages  also,  which  yet  there  is  reason 
to  hope  may  be  stopped  and  corrected." 

According  to  Pliny,  the  number  of  Christians  must 
have  been  immense,  for  he  says  that  there  were  many  of 
every  age,  rank  and  condition,  and  of  both  sexes,  that 
they  had  spread  like  a  contagion,  not  only  in  cities  and 
towns,  but  also  in  villages.  He  says  furthermore,  that 
they  were  forbidden  to  commit  theft,  pilfering  and 
adultery;  that  they  were  bound  to  keep  their  promises, 
and  that  they  sang  a  hymn  to  Christ  as  God.  They,, 
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then  had  laws  and  a  form  of  worship  according  to  Pliny; 
but  laws  and  a  form  of  worship  presuppose  a  legislator 
and  an  object  to  be  worshiped;  the  Christians  were, 
therefore,  a  large  and  organized  body,  or  a  well  founded 
church. 

Eusebius  speaks  of  the  commencement  of  the  Chris 
tian  church  as  follows:  (i)  "Thus  then,  under  a  celes 
tial  influence  and  co-operation,  the  doctrine  of  the 
Saviour,  like  the  rays  of  the  sun,  quickly  irradiated  the 
whole  world.  Presently,  in  accordance  with  the  Divine 
Prophecy,  the  sound  of  His  inspired  Evangelists  and 
Apostles  had  gone  throughout  all  the  earth  and  their 
words  to  the  end  of  the  world.  Throughout  every  city 
and  village,  like  a  replenished  barn-floor,  churches  were 
rapidly  found  abounding,  and  filled  with  members  from 
every  people.  Those,  who,  in  consequence  of  the 
delusions  that  had  descended  to  them  from  their  ances 
tors,  had  been  fettered  by  the  ancient  disease  of  idola 
trous  superstition,  were  liberated  by  the  power  of  Christ 
through  the  teachings  and  miracles  of  His  messengers. 
And,  as  if  delivered  from  dreadful  masters,  and  emanci 
pated  from  the  most  cruel  bondage,  on  the  one  hand 
renounced  the  whole  multitude  of  gods  and  demons, 
and  on  the  other,  confessed  that  there  was  only  one  true 
God,  the  Creator  of  all  things.  This  same  God  they 
now  also  honored  with  rites  of  true  piety  under  the 
influence  of  that  inspired  and  reasonable  worship  which 
had  been  planted  among  men  by  our  Saviour.  But  the 
gratuitous  benevolence  of  God  being  how  poured  out 
also  upon  the  rest  of  the  nations.  Cornelius  was  the 
first  of  Caesarea  in  Palestine,  who  with  his  whole  house, 
received  the  faith  in  Christ  through  a  Divine  vision  and 


(i)  Book  2.  chap.  3. 
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agency  of  Peter;  as  also  did  a  great  number  of  Greeks 
at  Antioch,  to  whom  the  Gospel  had  been  preached  by 
those  who  were  scattered  by  the  persecution  of  Stephen. 
The  church  at  Antioch,  is  also,  now  flourishing  and 
abounding  in  members,  and  the  greatest  number  of 
teachers  coming  hither  from  Jerusalem,  with  whom 
Barnabas  and  Paul  and  many  other  brethren;  with  them 
the  epithet  of  Christians  first  sprung  up  at  that  place  as 
from  a  grateful  and  productive  soil." 


CHAPTER  TWENTY-SIXTH. 

THE  DIVINITY  OF  CHRIST. 

THE  church  of  Christ  is  of  humble  origin,  and  made 
her  appearance  as  a  friendless  stranger  in  the 
world,  nevertheless,  amid  all  the  hostility  and  opposi 
tion  of  her  enemies,  she,  like  the  seed  planted  in  the 
earth,  suddenly  sprang  up  and  extended  her  branches, 
that  is,  her  doctrines  over  the  earth;  and  the  nations  of 
the  world  cheerfully  put  themselves  under  her  guidance. 
Emperors,  kings  and  the  powerful  ones  of  the  earth 
conspired  against  her,  plotted  her  destruction  and  waged 
a  furious  war  against  her  for  three  hundred  years;  but  at 
the  end  of  which  time  she  saw  them  vanquished  and 
prostrate  at  her  feet.  She  saw,  during  her  existence  of 
eighteen  centuries,  empires  and  kingdoms  rise  and  fall; 
she  witnessed  vast  revolutions  among  the  nations  of  the 
earth,  while  she  alone  remained  firm  and  secure  like  a 
citadel,  built  on  an  immoveable  rock,  Manners,  habits, 
languages  and  institutions  have  changed  during  the  long 
period  of  her  existence,  yet  she  remains,  not  showing 
any  signs  of  decay,  but  in  youthful  life  and  full  of  vigor. 
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Heresies  have  arisen  in  every  age;  they  claimed  that 
their  teachings  were  the  doctrines  of  Christ,  and  pre 
dicted  her  speedy  downfall;  but  she  saw  them  disappear 
like  clouds  dissipated  by  the  wind.  An  institution, 
which  has  existed  for  eighteen  hundred  years,  while  the 
world  waged  a  continual  war  against  it,  and  if  it  had 
been  able  would  long  since  have  destroyed  it,  had  it 
been  destructible,  must  have  its  origin  in  the  bosom  of 
the  Eternal,'  or  it  is  the  power  of  God  alone  that  has 
upheld  and  sustained  it;  and  this  evidently  shows  the 
Divinity  of  her  Founder.  Though  some  heretics  were 
found  in  the  first  centuries  of  Christianty,  who  denied 
the  Divinity  of  Christ,  but  that  is  not  surprising,  for 
nothing  else  could  be  expected  from  the  enemies  of 
Christianity.  Simon  Magus  was  the  first  heretic  who 
disturbed  the  church;  Menander  was  his  disciple,  and 
Cerinthus  next  after  him.  St.  Ligori  says  in  his  history 
of  heresies:  -'One  of  the  impious  doctrines  of  Cerinthus 
was,  that  Jesus  was  a  mere  man  born  as  all  other  men 
are;  ano^that,  when  he  was  baptized  in  the  river  Jordan, 
Christ  descended  on  Him,  that  is  a  virtue  or  power  in 
the  form  of  a  dove  or  spirit  sent  by  God  to  fill  Him  with 
knowledge,  and  communicate  it  to  mankind;  but  after 
Jesus  had  fulfilled  his  mission  by  instructing  mankind, 
and  by  working  miracles,  he  was  deserted  by  Christ, 
Who  returned  to  heaven." 

St.  Iraeneus  informs  us  that  this  heretic  came  to  a 
miserable  end.  After  Cerinthus,  Ebion  was  the  next 
who  denied  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  concerning  whom  St. 
Ligori  says:  "The  most  impious  of  his  blasphemies 
was  that  Jesus  Christ  was  the  son  of  Joseph  and  Mary, 
was  born  as  the  rest  of  men  are;  that  he  was  a  mere 
man;  but  on  account  of  his  great  virtue,  the  Almighty 
adopted  Him  as  His  son."  "Theodotus,  the  Curries," 
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says  St.  Ligori,  "so  called  on  account  of  his  trade,  was 
a  native  of  Byzantium,  and  he,  along  with  Artemon, 
asserted  like  Ebion  and  Cerinthus,  that  Christ  was  a 
mere  man.  Besides  this  there  was  another  Theodotus, 
called  Argentarius  or  Banker,  who  taught  that  Melchis- 
adech  was  Christ,  or  even  greater  than  Christ,  on 
account  of  that  verse  of  the  psalms — 'Thou  art  a  priest 
forever  according  to  the  order  of  Melchisadech;'  and  his 
followers  were  afterwards  called  Melchisadites." 

Paul  of  Samosata,  who  had  been  bishop  of  Antioch 
in  263,  also  denied  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  He  wras  a 
vain  and  proud  prelate  and  never  appeared  in  public 
without  a  crowd  of  courtiers  and  servants;  St.  Ligori 
thus  speaks  of  him:  "The  first  of  his  blasphemies  was, 
that  Jesus  Christ  never  existed  until  he  was  born  of  the 
Virgin;  and  hence  he  said  he  was  a  mere  man;  he  also 
said  that  in  Jesus  there  \vere  two  persons  and  two  sons 
of  God,  one  by  nature  and  the  other  by  adoption;  he 
also  denied  the  Trinity  of  the  Divine  Persons,  and 
although  he  admitted  the  names  of  the  Father,  and  of 
Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  not,  however  denying,  as 
Orsi  thinks,  personal  existence  to  the  Son  and  the  Holy 
Ghost,  yet  he  did  not  recognize  either  one  or  the  other 
as  persons  of  the  Trinity,  attributing  to  the  father  alone 
the  Incarnation  and  passion." 

The  great  patriarch  of  the  heresy  which  denied  the 
Divinity  of  Christ  was  Arius.  Foiled  in  his  attempts  to 
obtain  the  patriarchate  of  Alexandria,  Arius  broached 
the  following  blasphemous  heresy:  i.  "That  the  Word 
was  not  from  eternity  but  was  brought  forth  out  of 
nothing  by  the  Father,  and  created,  the  same  as  one  of 
ourselves.  2.  That  Christ,  according  to  His  free  will, 
was  of  a  mutable  nature,  and  that  He  might  have  fol 
lowed  vice,  but  that,  as  He  embraced  goodness,  God, 
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as  a  reward  for  His  goodness,  made  Him  a  participator 
in  the  Divine  nature,  and  honored  Him  with  the  title  of 
the  Word,  the  Son  and  Wisdom." 

The  ecclesiastical  writers  of  the  earlier  ages  of 
Christianity  certainly  knew  what  were  the  doctrines  of 
the  early  Christian  church;  they  can  therefore  be 
adduced  as  reliable  witnesses  who  faithfully  recorded 
the  teachings  of  the  Christian  or  Catholic  church  at  the 
time  in  which  they  lived. 

St.  Ignatius  was  the  successor  of  St.  Peter  in  the 
See  of  Antioch,  and  suffered  martyrdom  in  the  year  108, 
bears  evidence  of  the  Divinity  of  Christ  in  several  places 
of  his  writings.  Speaking  of  Christ  in  his  epistles  to 
the  Trallians,  he  says:  "Who  was  truly  born  of  God 
and  of  the  Virgin,  but  not  in  the  same  manner."  Again 
he  writes:  "The  true  God,  the  Word,  born  of  the 
Virgin,  He,  Who  in  Himself  contains  all  mankind,  was 
truly  begotten  in  the  womb."  In  his  epistle  to  the 
Ephesiar^s  he  says:  "There  is  one  carnal  and  spiritual 
physician,  made  and  not  made,  God  in  man,  true  life  in 
death,  and  both  from  Mary  and  from  God."  In  his 
epistle  to  the  Magnesians  he  says:  "Jesus  Christ,  Who 
was  with  the  Father  before  all  ages,  at  length  appeared." 
and  immediately  after  he  says:  "There  is  but  one  God, 
Who  made  Himself  manifest  by  Jesus  Christ  His  Son, 
Who  is  His  eternal  Word."  St.  Polycarp  was  a  dis 
ciple  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist,  and  afterwards  bishop 
of  Smyrna.  Eusebius,  in  the  fourth  book  of  his  ecclesi 
astical  history,  Chapter  i5th,  quotes  a  celebrated  epistle 
which  the  church  of  Smyrna  wrote  to  that  of  Pontius 
giving  an  account  of  his  martyrdom,  and  in  which  we 
read  that  just  before  his  death,  he  thus  expressed  him 
self:  "Wherefore  in  all  things  I  praise  Thee,  I  bless 
Thee,  I  glorify  Thee,  by  the  eternal  Pontiff  Jesus  Christ 
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Thy  beloved  Son,  through  Whom,  to  Thee,  with  Him 
in  the  Holy  Ghost,  be  glory,  now  and  for  evermore. 
Amen."  St.  Polycarp  calls  Christ  the  Eternal  Pontiff; 
but  nothing  except  God  is  eternal;  he  therefore 
expresses  his  belief  in  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  He  again 
glorifies  the  Son  together  with  the  Father,  giving  Him 
equal  glory,  which  he  would  not  have  done  unless  he 
had  believed  that  the  Son  is  equal  to  the  Father.  In 
his  letter  to  the  Philipians,  he  ascribes  equality  to  the 
Son  and  to  the  Father,  the  power  of  giving  grace  and 
salvation;  he  says: 

"May  God  the  Father and   Jesus  Christ   sanc 
tify  you  in   faith  and   truth and  give  you   lot   and 

part  among  His  saints."  St.  Justin,  the  philosopher 
and  martyr,  who  died  about  the  year  161,  gives  clear 
testimony  of  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  He  says  in  his  first 
Apology:  "Christ  is  the  Son  of  God  the  Father,  Who 
alone  is  properly  called  His  Son  and  His  Word,  because 
before  all  creatures  He  existed  with  Him  and  is  begot 
ten."  Here  we  see  that  St.  Justin  calls  Chrisr properly 
the  Son  and  the  Word,  existing  with  the  Father  before 
all  creatures,  and  generated  by  Him;  the  Word  there 
fore  is  the  proper  Son  of  God,  existing  with  the  Father 
before  all  creatures  and  is  therefore  not  Himself  a  crea 
ture.  In  his  second  Apology  he  says:  "Since  the  Word 
is  the  fist  born  of  God,  He  is  also  God."  St.  Irseneus, 
who  suffered  martyrdom  for  his  faith  at  Lyons  in  the 
year  202  says  in  relation  to  the  Divinity  of  Christ: 
"(i)  Neither  the  Lord  (the  Father)  nor  the  Holy  Ghost 
would  have  absolutely  called  Him  God  if  He  were  not 
true  God."  Again  he  says:  (2)  "The  Father  is  the 
measure,  and  is  infinite,  and  the  Son  containing  Him 


(i)  Ad  Hoer.   L.    3  c.   6.      (2)  Idem     L.   40. 
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must  likewise  be  infinite."  Theaphilus,  bishop  of  Anti- 
och  during  the  reign  of  Emperor  Marchus  Aurilius,  says: 
"We  ought  to  know  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  true 

God  and  true   man — God    from   God  the   Father man 

from  Mary  His  Mother."  (i)  Clement  of  Alexandria 
writes:  "Now,  the  Word  Himself  has  appeared  to  man, 
Who  (the  Word)  is  both  at  the  same  time,  God  and 
man."  (2)  He  says  again:  "God  hates  nothing,  nor 
does  the  Word,  for  both  are  one,  to-wit,  God,  for  He 
has  said,  In  the  beginning  ?c>as  the  Word,  and  the  Word 
was  with  God,  and  the  Word  was  God."  Tertullian  says 
in  the  twenty-first  chapter  of  his  Apology:  "Him  have 
we  learned  as  produced  from  God  {prolatuni),  and  so 
generated,  and  therefore  He  is  said  to  be  God,  and  the 

Son  of  God  from    the   unity   of  substance He   is, 

therefore,  Spirit  from  Spirit,  God  from  God,  and  Light 
from  Light."  He  says  again:  (3)  "I  and  the  Father 
are  one  in  unity  of  substance,  and  not  in  the  singularity 
of  number."  I  pass  over  the  testimony  of  Anthona- 
goras,  a  Christian  philosopher  of  Athens,  the  testimony 
of  St.  Cypiran  and  of  other  Christian  writers  who  lived 
before  the  Council  of  Nice;  they  all  bear  evidence  to  the 
belief  of  the  Catholic  church  in  relation  to  the  Divinity 
of  Christ  our  Lord. 

The  errors  of  Paul  of  Samosata  against  the  Divinity 
of  Christ,  were  condemned  in  a  council  convoked  at 
Antioch,  in  the  year  269.  Six  of  the  principal  bishops 
endeavored  to  prevail  on  Paul  to  retract  his  errors,  and 
to  induce  him  to  return  to  a  sense  of  his  duty.  They 
proclaimed  what  was  the  faith  of  the  whole  church  in 
relation  to  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  and  wrote  thus  to 
him:  "All  the  churches  agree  with  us The  same 


(i)  Theo  Allegor.   in  Evang.       (2)  Clem.  Alx.  In  admon.  Grcecos 
dem.  Poedagog.      (3)   Liber  con.   Praxean. 
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Jesus  Christ  is  both  God  and  man,  as  has  been  predicted 
in  the  law  and  by  the  Prophets;  and  "all  in  the  church 
under  the  heavens,  indeed  believe  that  He  is  God,  Who 
emptied  Himself  when  He  was  equal  to  God;  and  was 
made  man  from  the  seed  of  David  according  to  the 
flesh.''  They  declared:  "He  is  God,  the  Son  of  God, 
not  by  foreknowledge;  but  in  substance  and  person." 
The  condemnation  of  Paul  of  Samosata  by  this  council 
shows  that  the  bishops,  of  which  it  was  composed, 
believed  and  proclaimed  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  About 
the  same  time  a  synod  had  assembled  at  Rome,  over 
which  Pope  Dionysius  presided.  St.  Athanasius  thus 
informs  us:  (i)  "When  certain  persons  had  accused 
the  bishop  of  Alexandria  of  teaching  that  the  Son  was  a 
thing  that  was  made,  and  accused  him  of  asserting  that 
the  Son  was  not  consubstantial  with  the  Father:  and 
they  said  that  they  bore  it  ill  that  a  synod  had  been  con 
voked  at  Rome.  The  Sovereign  Pontiff  transmitted  in 
writing  the  sentiments  of  all,  to  their  countryman,  the 
bishop  of  Alexandria.  The  bishop  of  Alexandria  cleared 
himself  and  professed  in  many  places  that  the  Son  is 
God.  'Since  therefore,'  he  says,  'the  Father  is  eterna1, 
the  Son  is  also  eternal,  the  Light  of  Light.  For  if  there 
is  a  Father,  there  is  also  a  Son:  but  if  the  Son  is  not,  in 
what  manner  and  of  whom  can  He  be  a  Father.  But 

both  are  and  are  always He  alone  is  the  Son  Who 

always  co-exists  with  the  Father,  and  is  filled  with  Him, 
and  he  is  also  from  the  Father.' ' 

The  Arian  heresy  aroused  the  zeal  and  called  forth 
the  talents  of  the  most  eminent  doctors  of  Christianity, 
who,  by  their  discourses  and  writings,  defended  the 
Divinity  of  Christ.  The  bishops  dispersed  over  the 


(i)  Dionys.  No.   13  et  18. 
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world,  assembled  at    Nice  in   Bithynia,  in  325.      In  that 
venerable  assembly  were  men  who  had  taught  the  Divinity 
of  their   Divine   Master,    not   only   by  their   words,    but 
proved    their   belief  by  the  humble  and   mortified   lives 
they    led    according    to  the    example    given    by    Christ. 
Venerable  relics,  saved  from    the  prisons  and  torments 
of  their  persecutors  were  there;  they  were  crowned  with 
virtue,  and  bore  the  glorious  marks  of  the  tortures  they 
had    endured    for    their    profession    of    the    Divinity    of 
Christ;  and   now   they  came    to   proclaim   it   before    the 
whole  world.      Arius  had   gained  some  partisans,  among 
whom  was  a  small  number  of  bishops  who  had  espoused 
his    errors.       These    used    ambiguous    language    in    the 
Council,  to  cloak  their  errors  and    to   avoid  condemna 
tion;    but  in   order   to    detect   their    subterfuge,    and  to 
express  the  doctrine  in  the  clearest  light,  the  Council, 
using   the   Greek  word  'omoousios,  which  means  of  the 
same  substance,  declared  that  the  Son  of  God  is  'omoous 
ios,    that   is,    of  the   same    substance   with   the    Father. 
Darras,    speaking   of  the   meaning    of   this   word,    says: 
(i)  "It  means  that  the  Son  is  not  only  like  to  the  Father, 
but  is  so  united  as  to   be   only  one   with   Him,  and  that 
the  likeness  of  the  Son  is  not  the  same  as  that  which  is 
attributed  to  creatures.      Besides,   bodies  may  be  alike, 
and   still   be   separated  and  distinct,  as  happens   among 
men  in  the  case  of  a  father  and  son,   however  they  may 
resemble  each  other;  the  generation  of  the  Son  of  God 
is   very  different.      He  is  not   only  like,  but    inseparable 
from  the  substance  of  the    Father;  the   Father  and   the 
Son  are  one.      The  Word  is  always  in  the  Father,  and 
the  Father  in  the  Word,   just  as   brightness  is  in  regard 
to  light.      All  these    ideas  were  included  in  the  term  con- 


(i)  Church  history  Vol.  Page  381 


212  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

substantial,  which  the  Arians  refused  to  receive,  alleging 
that  it  was  not  scriptural,  and  that  it  contained  a  hethero- 
dox  meaning.  'For  that  which  is  the  same  substance 
with  another,'  said  they,  'partakes  of  it  in  one  of  three 
ways,  by  division,  by  emanation,  or  by  production:  by 
production,  as  a  plant  from  its  root;  by  emanation,  as 
the  offspring  from  the  father;  by  division,  as  two  or  three 
goblets  made  from  a  single  mass  of  gold.  But  no  one 
of  these  modes  of  participation  can  be  ascribed  to  the 
generation  of  the  Son  of  God.'  The  Catholic  bishops 
replied  that  the  term  consitbstantial,  as  attributed  to  the 
Word,  included  no  idea  of  body,  and  conveyed  no  mean 
ing  of  division  or  lessening  of  the  substance  of  the 
Father,  which  is  essentially  immaterial  and  spiritual; 
that  it  signifies  only  the  unity  of  substance  in  the  Father 
and  the  Son,  co-existing  from  all  eternity,  the  Father  is 
never  without  the  Son,  the  Son  never  without  the  Father. 
As  to  the  objection  that  the  word  consitbstantial  is  not 
found  in  the  Scripture,  the  Fathers  answered,  that  the 
sense  is  here  above  the  form;  and  that  the  idea  of  con- 
substantial  is  embodied  in  every  page  of  Holy  Writ,  so 
that  the  absence  of  the  word  is  of  no  force  against  the 
doctrine.  Besides,  they  observed,  the  term  is  not  new, 
as  both  the  Saints  Dionysius  made  it  familiar  in  Christian 
speech.  The  alleged  passages  of  the  two  holy  doctors, 
were  referred  to,  and  even  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  was 
forced  to  grant  the  correctness  of  the  question.  The 
term  consubstantial  was  therefore  adopted  by  all  the 
orthodox  Fathers,  as  best  calculated  to  meet  all  the  sub 
tile  and  evasions  of  error,  and  it  has  ever  been  the 
terror  of  the  Arians."  The  Council  then  proceeded  to 
draw  up  a  profession  of  faith  which  is  called  the  Nicene 
Creed;  it  is  as  follows:  (i)  "We  believe  in  one  God, 

(i)     Darras's  Church  history  Vol.  i,  Page  383, 
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the  Father  Almighty,  Creator  of  all  things  visible  and 
invisible;  and  in  one  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  only  Son  of 
God,  born  of  the  Father  before  all  ages;  God  of  God; 
Light  of  Light;  true  God  of  true  God;  begotten,  not 
made,  consubstantial  with  the  Father,  by  Whom  all 
things  were  made,  both  in  heaven  and  on  earth;  Who 
for  us  men  and  for  our  salvation,  came  down  from 
heaven,  became  incarnate  and  was  made  man.  Suffered 
and  rose  again  on  the  third  day,  and  ascended  into 
heaven,  whence  He  shall  come  again  to  judge  the  living 
and  the  dead.  And  in  the  Holy  Ghost."  The  Council 
then  condemned  the  Arian  heresy  as  follows: 

And  if  any  say:  There  was  a  time  when  the  Son  was 
not;  He  was  not  before  being  begotten;  He  was  drawn  from 
nothing;  or  if  any  hold  that  the  Son  is  not  of  the  same 
nature  and  substance  as  the  Father,  he  is  mutable  and  sub 
ject  to  change  like  a  created  being;  the  holy  Catholic  and 
Apostolic  Church  anathematizes  them." 

The  Christian  writers,  as  we  have  seen,  from  the 
commencement  of  Christianity  down  to  the  time  of  the 
Council  of  Nice,  taught  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  Over 
three  hundred  bishops  from  every  part  of  the  globe 
assembled  at  Nice,  and  proclaimed  the  Divinity  of 
Christ  to  the  Christian  world;  it  follows  therefore  that  it 
was  the  belief  of  Christianity  from  its  commencement. 
Moreover,  the  history  of  all  ages,  from  the  commence 
ment  of  Christianity,  attest  that  thousands  in  the  first, 
second,  and  subsequent  centuries  sealed  their  faith  in 
this  doctrine  with  their  blood.  All  that  Paganism 
required  of  the  Christians  was,  not  to  confess  Christ  as 
God.  If  the  immediate  followers  of  our  Savior  had 
not  received  this  doctrine  from  His  Divine  lips,  and  had 
not  transmitted  it  to  their  descendants,  many  of  them 
and  thousands  of  their  descendants  would  certainly  not 
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have  suffered  martyrdom  for  a  doctrine  which  Christ 
did  not  teach  them;  it  must,  then,  be  conceded  that 
Christ  taught  His  followers  that  He  is  God  as  well 
as  man. 


CHAPTER    TWENTY-SEVENTH. 

THE  DIVINITY  OF  CHRIST  CONTINUED— HIS 
MIRACLES. 

HAVING  seen  in  the  preceding  chapter  that  the  first 
Christians  learned  the  doctrine  of  the  Divinity  of 
Christ  from  the  Savior  Himself,  we  will  now  proceed  to 
prove  it  from  the  miracles  He  wrought  while  on  earth, 
to  convince  the  world  that  He  is  God,  and  to  induce 
men  to  believe  in  His  doctrines  in  order  to  be  saved. 
But  before  examining  them,  it  may  be  well  to  give  a 
brief  explanation  of  what  constitutes  a  miracle.  The 
word  miracle  comes  from  the  Latin  word  mirari  which 
signifies  to  wonder,  for  men  are  accustomed  to  wonder 
at  sensible  effects  of  operations  which  are  extraordinary, 
and  whose  cause  is  unknown.  Although  the  sensible 
effect  of  a  cause  may  be  wonderful,  extraordinary  and 
beyond  human  comprehension,  nevertheless,  if  the  cause 
is  natural,  that  is,  if  it  is  contained  within  the  limits  of 
created  nature,  there  is  no  miracle.  Hence,  any  sec 
ondary  or  created  cause  cannot  effect  a  miracle,  because 
a  miracle  must  necessarily  be  the  effect  of  a  primary  cause; 
the  primary  cause  is  the  actus  creaits,  it  is  God:  miracles 
are  therefore,  the  effect  of  the  power  of  God.  It  has 
generally  been  supposed  by  some  theologians  and  phi 
losophers  that  miracles  are  contrary  to  the  laws  of  nature, 
or  at  least  they  suspend  them,  whereas  they  neither 
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contradict  nor  suspend  them,  because  it  is  a  natural  law 
that  the  weaker  must  yield  to  the  stronger.  A  primary 
cause  is  more  powerful  than  a  secondary,  because  the 
primary  is  God;  but  secondary  causes  are  the  powers  of 
creatures;  in  a  miracle,  then,  God  immediately  acts, 
Who  is  the  Creator;  creatures  must  yield  to  the  power 
of  the  Creator;  this  does  not  suppose  that  the  power  of 
the  creature  is  either  contradicted  or  suspended,  but 
only  that  something  is  done  which  creatures,  left  to  their 
own  power,  cannot  do.  A  miracle,  therefore,  shows 
that  the  Author  of  nature  can  do  what  the  creature  by 
itself  cannot  do. 

In  performing  a  miracle,  God  can  use  any  .agent  He 
wishes  to  carry  His  supernatural  power  into  effect:  but 
the  power  necessary  is  not  and  cannot  be  that  of  a  sec 
ondary  or  created  cause,  but  His  own.  The  creature, 
therefore,  is  only  an  instrument,  which  He  may  make 
use  of,  when  through  it,  He  wishes  to  perform  a  miracle; 
but  a  miracle  does  not  necessarily  require  that  God 
should  require  any  agent.  Agents  have  powers  of  their 
own;  but  they  are  created  and  subject  to  the  power  of 
the  Creator;  being  created  they  must  be  limited;  agents 
cannot,  therefore  go  beyond  the  limits  of  their  power. 
Good  angels  cannot  act  on  sensible  nature  in  regard  to 
the  working  of  miracles  unless  by  the  will  and  command 
of  God.  Good  angels  cannot,  therefore,  work  miracles, 
unless  as  ministers  of  God,  and  in  comformation  of  the 
truth,  otherwise  God  would  use  their  instrumentality 
for  deception;  but  God  is  truth  itself;  He  can  neither 
deceive  nor  be  deceived.  Bad  angels,  with  the  permis 
sion  of  God,  may  do  things  which  may  appear  wonderful; 
but  by  these  acts  they  can  do  nothing  in  conformation 
of  error,  at  least  so  far.  that  the  error  cannot  be  easily 
detected.  A  miracle  may  now  be  denned  as  follows: 
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"Miracuhim  est  effect  us  insolitus  sensibilis  super  natur  alls.  'r 
"A  miracle  is  a  sensible,  unaccustomed  and  supernatural 
effect."  St.  Thomas  defines  a  miracle  thus:  "Ilia 
simpliciter  miracula  dicenda  sunt,  qucz  divinitus  fiunt  prceter 
ordinejn  communiter  s  err  at  inn  in  rebus. "  '  'These  are  simply 
to  be  called  miracles  which  ta'-e  place  by  the  Divine 
power  beyond  the  order  commonly  observed  in  things." 
In  a  miracle,  then,  the  effect  must  be  sensible,  that  is, 
it  must  fall  under  the  senses;  the  cause  must  be  above 
all  created  nature,  and  therefore  supernatural  or  Divine; 
and  it  must  redound  to  the  glory  of  God.  Its  possibility 
is  evident,  because  it  does  not  involve  a  contradiction. 
A  possibility  means  that  there  are  no  conflicting  attrib 
utes  in  a  thing,  as  for  instance,  the  whole  as  greater 
than  an)'  of  its  parts.  God  can  do  all  possible  things, 
because  He  is  Almighty. 

It  is  necessary  to  give  a  short  explanation  with  regard 
to  the  evidence  we  are  about  to  produce  in  regard  to 
some  of  the  miracles  wrought  by  Christ  while  on  earth. 
There  existed  at  the  time  He  appeared  on  earth,  an 
ancient  custom  requiring  that  all  novel  events  should  be 
communicated  to  the  Roman  Emperor.  Hence,  Pontius 
Pilate,  the  Governor  of  Judea,  transmitted  to  the  Empe 
ror  Tiberius,  in  whose  reign  Christ  was  put  to  death, 
an  account  of  the  circumstances  of  the  death  and  resur 
rection  of  our  Saviour.  He  also,  in  his  report  to  the 
Emperor,  alludes  to  other  miracles  wrought  by  Christ. 
We  learn  from  the  fifth  chapter  of  the  Apology  of 
Tertullian,  that  when  the  report  of  Pilate,  concerning 
the  death  and  resurrection  of  Christ,  had  reached  the 
Emperor,  he  convoked  the  senate  and  expressed  his 
wishes  that  it  should  be  decreed,  that  Christ  should  be 
numbered  among  the  gods.  Tertullian  does  not  men 
tion  the  name  of  Pilate  in  this  chapter;  he  says  only: 
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1  'Tiberius,  therefore,  in  whose  time  the  name  of  Christ 
entered  into  the  world,  laid  before  the  senate  with  his 
own  vote,  to  begin  with,  things  announced  to  him  from 
Palestine  in  Syria,  which  had  there  manifested  the 
Divinity  of  that  Person  (Christ).  The  senate,  because 
they  had  not  themselves  approved  it,  rejected  it,  Caesar 
held  to  his  sentence  threatening  peril  to  the  accusers  of 
the  Christians. 

But  in  the  twenty-first  chapter  of  his  Apology,  he 
mentions  Pilate's  name.  After  enumerating  a  number 
of  miracles  wrought  by  Christ,  and  also  His  death  and 
resurrection,  he  says:  "These  things  concerning  Christ 

did  Pilate report   to   Tiberius,    the   Caesar   of  that 

day.  Eusebius  confirms  the  statement  of  Tertullian; 
he  says:  (i)  "The  fame  of  our  Lord's  remarkable 
resurrection  and  ascention  being  now  spread  abroad,  and 
according  to  an  ancient  custom  prevalent  among  the 
rulers  of  the  nations,  to  communicate  novel  occurrences 
to  the  Emperor,  that  nothing  might  escape  him,  Pontius 
Pilate  transmits  to  Tiberius  an  account  of  the  circum 
stances  concerning  the  resurrection  of  our  Lord  from 
the  dead,  the  report  of  which  had  already  been  spread 
throughout  all  Palestine.  In  this  account  he  also  inti 
mates  that  he  ascertained  other  miracles  respecting  Him, 
and  that  having  now  risen  from  the  dead  He  was  believed 
to  be  a  God  by  the  great  masses  of  the  people.  Tiberius 
referred  the  matter  to  the  senate,  but  it  is  said  they 
rejected  the  proposition  in  appearance,  because  they  had 
not  examined  into  this  subject  first,  according  to  an 
ancient  law  among  the  Romans,  that  no  one  should  be 
ranked  among  the  gods  unless  by  a  vote  of  the  senate; 
in  reality,  however,  because  the  salutary  doctrine  of  the 


(i)     Ecclesiastial  history  book  2,  Chap.  2. 
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Gospel  needs  no  confirmation  and  co-operation  of  men." 
In  relation  to  the  resurrection  of  Christ,  Josephus,  the 
Jewish  historian,  bears  the  following  evidence:  (2)  Now, 
there  was  about  this  time.  Jesus,  a  wise  man,  if  it  be 
lawful  to  call  him  a  man;  for  He  was  a  doer  of  wonder 
ful  works,  a  teacher  of  such  men  as  received  the  truth 
with  pleasure.  He  drew  over  to  Him  both  many  of 
the  Jews  and  many  of  the  Gentiles.  He  was  the  Christ. 
And  when  Pilate,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  principal  men 
among  us,  had  Him  condemned  to  the  cross,  those  that 
loved  Him  at  first,  did  not  forsake  Him:  for  He  appeared 
to  them  alive  again  on  the  third  day,  as  the  Divine 
Prophets  had  foretold  these  and  ten  thousand  wonder 
ful  things  concerning  him.  And  the  tribe  of  Christians, 
so  named  from  Him,  is  not  extinct  at  this  day."  St. 
Ignatius,  who  was  bishop  of  Antioch,  and  in  the  first 
century  suffered  martyrdom  for  the  Divinity  of  Christ, 
says  in  his  epistle  to  the  Magnesians,  "But  I  write  these 
things,  my  dearly  beloved,  not  because  I  know  that  any 
of  you  are  affected  with  this  (error),  but,  although  the 
least  among  you,  I  desire  to  put  you  on  your  guard,  that 
you  may  not  fall  into  the  snares  of  false  doctrine,  but 

that  you  may  be   fully   assured  of   the passion    and 

resurrection  which  occurred  during  the  time  of  the  gov 
ernment  of  Pontius  Pilate,  which  things  were  truly  and 
certainly  done  by  Jesus  Christ  our  hope,  from  which, 
may  it  never  happen,  that  any  one  should  be  averted." 
He  says  again  in  his  epistle  to  the  Trallians,  chapter 
ninth:  "Close  therefore  your  ears  when  any  one  speaks 
to  you  without  Jesus  Christ,  Who  is  of  the  race  of 
David,  and  was  indeed  born  of  Mary;  He  ate  and  drank, 
and  was  indeed  brought  to  trial  before  Pontius  Pilate, 

(2)     Antiqui.  of  the    Jews  book  iSth  Ch.  3. 
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was  indeed  crucified  and  died;  and  in  truth  Herosefrom 
the  dead  ....  His  father  restoring  Him  to  life,  and  accord 
ing  to  His  likeness,  the  Father  will  in  like  manner  restore 
us  to  life,  who  believe  in  Him  (the  Son),  in  Jesus  Christ, 
without  Whom  we  can  have  no  true  life."  St.  Polycarp 
embraced  Christianity  about  the  year  80,  and  was  a 
disciple  of  the  Apostles,  but  a  particular  disciple  of  St. 
John  the  Evangelist,  and  was  constituted  by  him  bishop 
of  Smyrna,  and  finally  sealed  his  faith  in  the  resurrection 
of  Christ  with  his  blood;  He  says  in  his  epistle  to  the 
Philipians:  "On  account  of  this,  have  your  loins 
girded;  serve  God  in  fear  and  truth,  leaving  vain  babling 
aside,  and  the  error  of  the  common  people,  and  believe 
in  Him  Who  raised  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  from  the  dead, 
Who  gave  Him  glory  and  seated  Him  at  His  right  hand; 
to  Whom  all  things  are  subject  in  heaven  and  on  earth 
Whom  every  spirit  serves,  and  Who  will  come  to  judge 
the  living  and  the  dead;  and  Whose  blood  God  will 
require  from  those  who  do  not  believe  in  him." 

St.  Clement  of  Rome,  who  also  belongs  to  the  first 
century,  says  in  the  twenty-fourth  chapter  of  his  first 
epistle  to  the  Corinthians:  "Let  us  consider  how  the 
Lord  continually  reminds  us  of  the  resurrection  which 
will  take  place,  of  which  He  made  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  the  first  fruit,  resuscitating  Him  from  the  dead." 
In  the  forty-second  chapter  of  the  same  epistle  he  says 
again:  "The  Apostles  preached  the  Gospel  from  Jesus 
Christ,  Jesus  Christ  from  God.  Christ  was  therefore 
sent  from  God,  and  both  happened  by  the  disposition  of 
God.  After  they  had  therefore  received  His  commands 
being  thoroughly  convinced  of  the  resurrection  of  our 
Lord  Jesus  Christ,  and  confirmed  in  the  faith  by  the 
Word  of  God  with  the  plentitude  and  security  of  the 
Holy  Ghost,  they  went  forth  to  announce  the  kingdom 
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of  God  about  to  come."     Clement  of  Alexandria  assures 
us  that  "Christ  arose  indeed  from  the  dead."  (i). 

In  the  earlier  part  of  the  second  century  Celsus,  a 
philosopher  of  the  eclectic  school,  somewhat  tinged 
with  Epicurianism,  and  also  exceedingly  hostile  to 
Christianity,  wrote  a  polimic  work  entitled  "The  Word 
of  Truth,"  in  which  he  makes  a  violent  attack  on  Chris 
tianity.  The  work  of  Celsus  is  lost,  but  Origin,  who 
refuted  it,  reproduces  large  portions  of  it  in  his  work 
against  him.  Celsus  admits  that  Christ  restored  sight 
to  the  blind  and  cured  the  lame:  (2)  "You  have 
believed,"  says  Origin,  "that  He  is  the  Son  of  God  from 
the  fact  that  he  restored  sight  to  the  blind  and  cured 
the  lame."  St.  Cyril  (2)  relates  that  Julian  the  Apos 
tate  confessed  that  Christ  cured  the  lame  and  blind. 
Phlegon,  who  lived  in  the  palace  of  the  Emperor 
Adrian,  about  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  men 
tions  (3)  the  eclipse  of  the  sun,  and  the  earthquake 
which  happened  at  our  Savoiur's  death.  Thallus, 
another  pagan  who  lived  earlier  than  Phlegon,  (4)  nar 
rates  that  this  eclipse  occurred  in  the  eighteenth  year 
of  the  reign  of  the  Emperor  Tiberius  at  the  time  Christ 
suffered.  About  or  a  little  after  the  middle  of  the 
second  century  St.  Justine  wrote  his  first  Apology  in 
defense  of  the  Christians  and  the  Christian  religion, 
to  the  Emperor  Titus  ^Elius  Adrianus  Antonius  Pius 
Caesar  Augustus;  to  Verissimus,  his  son,  a  friend  of 
truth,  son  of  Caesar,  and  adopted  son  of  Pius;  to  the 
Sacret  Senate,  and  to  all  the  Roman  people.  He  says, 
number  35:  "But  Jesus  Christ  stretched  out  His 
hands,  and  was  crucified  by  the  Jews,  who  contradicted 
Him  and  denied  Him  to  be  the  Christ;  for  indeed,  as 


(i)  Stromatum   Lib.  6.       (2)  Lib  2  contra  Cels.  Lib  6       (3)  His 
Olympiad    Lib  i,  13.     (4)  Lib  3,  Histor.  Syriac. 
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the  Prophet  said,  they  mocked  Him,  and  set  on  the 
judgment  seat,  and  said,  'Judge  us."  But  the  words, 
'They  have  dug  my  hands  and  feet ','  are  a  description  of 
the  nails  that  were  fixed  in  His  hands,  His  feet  on  the 
cross;  and  after  He  was  crucified,  those,  who  crucified 
Him,  cast  lots  for  His  garments  and  divided  them 
among  themselves;  and  that  these  things  were  so  you 
may  learn  from  the  acts  of  Pilate."  This  passage  con 
firms  the  fact  that  Pilate  sent  an  account  of  our  Sav 
iour's  sufferings,  death  and  resurrection  to  the  Emperor, 
and  that  it  was  preserved  in  the  emperial  archives.  St. 
Justine  does  not  mention  our  Saviour's  resurrection  in 
this  passage,  but  he  says  in  number  21:  "He  (Christ) 
was  crucified,  and  died,  and  rose  again,  and  ascended 
into  heaven."  It  can  easily  be  inferred  that  this  is 
implied  in  the  above.  In  number  48  he  says:  "And 
that  it  was  foretold  that  our  Christ  should  heal  all  dis 
eases,  and  rise  from  the  dead;  hear  what  is  said,  it  is  as 
follows:  "At  His  coming  the  lame  man  shall  leap  as  a 
hart,  and  the  tongue  of  the  dumb  shall  be  free,  the  blind  shall 
recover  sight,  and  the  leper  shall  be  cleansed,  *&nd  the  dead 
shall  rise  and  walk  about.  That  He  performed  these 
things  you  may  easily  be  satisfied  from  the  acts  of  Pon 
tius  Pilate."  Here  we  learn  that  Christ  rose  from  the 
dead,  and  that  Pilate  reported  even  this  to  the  Emperor, 
Quintus  Septimus  Tertullianus,  the  son  of  a  centur- 
ian,  was  born  at  Carthage  in  the  year  160.  He  had 
studied  all  the  sciences,  and  succeeded  in  each  of  them. 
Although  a  pagan  by  the  prejudices  of  his  birth  and 
education,  he  was  unable  to  resist  the  profound  impress 
ions  made  on  his  soul  by  the  invincible  courage  of  the 
martyrs.  He  became  a  Christian,  and  soon  after 
addressed  his  most  celebrated  Apology  to  the  magis 
trates  of  the  Roman  Empire.  Hear  what  he  says  con- 


222  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

cerning  Christ,  His  miracles,  death  and  resurrection,  in 
the  twenty-first  chapter  of  his  Apology:  "Whom, 
(Christ),  therefore,  they  presumed  from  his  lowliness  to 
be  only  a  man,  it  followed  that  the)-  should  from  His 
power  account  a  magician;  when  by  a  word  He  cast  out 
devils  from  man,  recovered  the  sight  of  the  blind, 
cleansed  the  lepers,  strengthened  anew  the  sick  of  the 
palsy,  finally  by  a  word  restored  the  dead  to  life,  and 
made  the  very  elements  obey  Him,  stilling  the  storms 
and  walking  on  the  waters,  showing  Himself  to  be  the 
Logos  (the  Word  of  God;  that  is,  the  Wordvt\\\dc\  was  in 
the  beginning,  the  First  Begotten,  accompanied  by  His 
Power  and  His  Reason,  and  upheld  by  His  Spirit,  the 
same  Who  by  a  word  both  did  and  had  done  all  things. 
But  whereas  the  rulers  and  chief  men  of  the  Jews  were 
confounded  at  His  doctrine;  they  were  so  filled  with 
indignation,  chiefly  because  a  great  multitude  had 
turned  aside  after  Him,  that  at  length  they  brought 
Him  before  Pontius  Pilate,  then  governor  of  Syria,  in 
behalf  of  the  Romans;  and  by  the  violence  of  their  voices 
wrung  from  him  that  He  should  be  delivered  up  unto 
them  to  be  crucified.  He  had  Himself  also  foretold 
that  the}-  would  do  this.  This  were  but  a  small  thing  if 
the  Prophets  also  had  not  done  so  before;  and  at  length 
being  nailed  to  the  cross,  He  showed  many  special  signs 
to  mark  that  death  of  Himself;  and  He,  with  a  word 
gave  up  the  ghost,  preventing  the  office  of  the  execu 
tioner.  At  that  moment  the  light  of  midday  was  with 
drawn,  the  sun  veiling  his  orb.  They  thought  it,  for 
sooth,  an  eclipse,  who  knew  not  that  this  also  had  been 
foretold  concerning  Christ;  when  they  discovered  not  its 
cause,  they  denied  it.  and  yet  you  have  this  event,  that 
befell  the  world,  related  in  your  records.  H  im  taken  down 
from  the  eross  and  buried  in  a  sepulchre,  they  caused, 
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moreover,  to  be  surrounded  with  great  diligence  by  a 
guard  of  soldiers,  least,  because  He  had  foretold  that 
He  should  rise  on  the  third  day  from  the  dead,  the  dis 
ciples  removing  the  body  by  stealth  should  deceive 
them,  though  suspecting  it.  But  lo!  on  the  third  day 
the  earth  being  suddenly  shaken,  and  the  massive  body 
being  rolled  away  which  had  closed  the  sepulchre,  and 
the  watch  being  scattered  through  fear,  no  disciple 
being  to  be  seen,  nothing  was  found  in  the  sepulchre 
save  the  grave  clothes  only  of  the  buried.  Yet  the  chief 
men,  notwithstanding  whom  it  concerned  to  spread  a 
wicked  tale  and  to  draw  back  from  the  faith  the  people, 
their  tributaries  and  dependents,  reported  that  He  was 
stolen  away  by  His  disciples.  For  neither  did  He  show 
Himself  to  all  the  people,  lest  the  wicked  should  be 
delivered  from  error;  and  that  the  faith,  which  reserved 
unto  men  reward,  should  cost  some  difficulty.  But  He 
continued  forty  days  with  certain  disciples  in  Galilee,  a 
region  of  Judea,  teaching  them  what  things  they  should 
teach.  After  that,  having  ordained  them  to  the  office  of 
preaching  throughout  the  world,  He  was  taken  from 
them  into  heaven  in  a  cloud  which  covered  Him;  an 
account  far  better  than  which  your  Proculi  want  to 
affirm  of  your  Romuli.  These  things  concerning  Christ, 
did  Pilate,  himself  also  already  in  his  conscience  a 
Christian,  reported  to  Tiberius,  the  Caesar  of  that  day." 
The  oldest  symbol  of  belief,  or  formula  of  faith,  is 
the  Apostle's  creed,  which,  as  is  evident  from  the  his 
tory  of  the  earliest  times,  was  framed  by  the  Apostles. 
All  those  who  embraced  Christianity  were  obliged  to 
accept  the  Apostles'  creed  as  a  summary  of  their  Chris 
tian  faith;  and  as  that  creed  teaches  that  Christ  rose 
from  the  dead  on  the  third  day,  they  were  consequently 
required  to  believe  the  resurrection  of  Christ  from  the 
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dead.  St.  Iraeneus  gives  a  formula  of  faith,  in  the  tenth 
chapter  of  his  first  book  against  heresies;  and  in  his 
formula  are  contained  the  articles  of  the  Apostles'  creed; 
the  formula  he  gives  is  as  follows:  "For  the  church 
diffused  over  the  whole  world  to  the  ends  of  the  earth, 
has  both  received  from  the  Apostles  and  from  their 
disciples,  that  faith  which  is  in  one  God  the  Father 
Almighty,  Who  made  heaven  and  earth,  the  sea  and  all 
things  that  are  in  them;  and  in  one  Jesus  Christ,  the 
son  of  God,  Who  predicted  through  the  Prophets  the 
economy  of  God,  and  our  beloved  Lord  Jesus  Christ's 
advent,  and  His  birth  from  the  Virgin,  His  passion, 
resurrection  from  the  dead,  and  His  ascension  in  the  flesh; 
also  his  coming  from  heaven  in  the  glory  of  His  Father 
to  renew  all  things,  and  to  recall  to  life  the  flesh  of  the 
whole  human  race,  so  that  every  knee  should  bow, 
those  who  are  m  heaven,  on  earth  and  in  hell,  to  Christ 
Jesus  our  Lord,  God  Saviour  and  King,  according  to  the 
benign  will  of  the  Father,  Who  is  invisible.  And  that 
every  tongue  should  confess  Him  and  (His  coming)  to 
pass  a  just  judgment  upon  all,  to  cast,  in  deed,  the 
spirits  of  wickedness,  the  angels  who  transgressed,  the 
apostates,  the  impious,  the  unjust,  the  wicked  and  the 
blasphemers  into  eternal  fire.  But  He  will  give  life  to 
the  just,  to  the  righteous,  to  those  who  observed  His 
commandments,  who  persevered  in  His  love;  some, 
indeed,  from  the  beginning,  others  regained  it  by  pen- 
nance;  and  for  their  reward  He  will  give  them  everlast 
ing  life,  and  will  encompass  them  with  eternal  bright 
ness." 

Men,  at  the  commencement  of  Christianity  and  dur 
ing  its  earlier  progress,  just  as  in  our  time,  naturally 
required  sufficient  motives  of  credibility,  or  grounds  on 
which  their  belief  could  safely  rest.  Hence,  when  the 
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miracles  of  Christ,  and  particularly  His  resurrection, 
were  proposed  as  essential  matters  of  belief,  to  those 
who  wished  to  embrace  Christianity,  the  evidence 
adduced  to  prove  His  miracles,  especially  His  resur 
rection,  as  well  as  His  teaching,  was  most  rigidly  exam 
ined  before  it  was  accepted.  We  have  seen  from  the 
statement  of  St.  Irameus,  that  in  the  second  century, 
the  time  in  which  he  wrote,  Christianity  was  propa 
gated  over  the  whole  world.  His  statement  is  con 
firmed  by  Te.rtullian,  who  tells  the  pagans  that  all 
places  are  filled  with  Christians;  and  even  Pliny,  the 
Proconsul  of  Asia,  says,  as  we  have  already  seen,  else- 
where,  that  the  cities  and  villages  are  filled  with  Chris 
tians,  that  the  temples  of  the  gods  are  deserted. 

Many  of  the  early  Christian  converts  were  converted 
from  Judaism  and  lived  at  the  time  our  Savior  was  on 
earth;  and  some  of  them  knew  Him  personally,  were* 
acquainted  with  the  circumstances  of  His  passion, 
death  and  resurrection  from  the  dead  on  the  third  day, 
and  were  therefore  unexceptional  witnesses  of  these 
facts.  Besides,  thousands  of  pagans  in  the  first  and 
subsequent  centuries  of  early  Christianity,  became 
Christians;  many  of  them  moved  in  the  highest  circles 
of  society  and  were  men  of  cultivated  minds.  Among 
them  were  men  who  were  conversant  with  the  Roman 
law,  with  philosophy,  with  the  other  different  sciences 
and  with  the  current  literature  of  their  day.  To  this 
class  belonged  St.  Justin  Martyr,  Arnobius,  Minutius, 
Felix,  Quadratus,  Athenogoras,  Tertullian  and  a  host 
of  other  learned  men,  who  carefully  examined  the  evi 
dence  adduced  to  prove  the  miracles  of  Christ,  but  par 
ticularly  that  of  His  resurrection  from  the  dead;  and 
they  all  bear  evidence  to  Christ's  resurrection  and  to 
His  other  miracles.  To  denv  the  testimony  of  such 
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men,  men  of  powerful   minds  and  of  profound  learning 
as  their  writings  indicate,  is  simply  preposterous. 

Moreover,  those  who  embraced  Christianity  had 
nothing  else  to  expect,  as  far  as  this  world  concerned 
them,  than  dishonor,  disgrace,  and  too  often  imprison 
ment  and  martyrdom.  St.  Ignatius,  St.  Polycarp,  St. 
Clement,  of  Rome,  St.  Justin,  St.  Iraeneus  and  number 
less  other  great  men  of  early  Christianity,  to  say  noth 
ing  of  the  thousands  of  other  Christian  martyrs,  sealed 
their  Christian  faith  in  their  blood,  or  they  witnessed 
with  their  blood  their  faith  in  the  resurrection  and  in 
the  other  miracles  of  Christ,  as  well  as  the  other  truths 
He  taught.  Tertullian,  St.  Justin  and  many  others 
told  the  Roman  world  that  Christ  cured  the  sick,  gave 
sight  to  the  blind,  stilled  the  tempests,  raised  the  dead 
to  life,  rose  Himself  from  the  dead  and  ascended  into 
heaven.  They  told  the  Romans  in  language  of  defiance 
that  they  could  find  the  records  of  these  facts  in  their 
archives,  that  Pontius  Pilate  reported  them  to  the 
Emperor  Tiberius;  yet  none  were  found  in  the  whole 
Roman  Empire,  who  came  forward  to  refute,  or  even  to 
contradict  the  statements  of  these  facts.  Had  these 
statements  been  false,  their  authors  would,  without  any 
doubt,  have  been  punished,  or  put  to  death  as  vile  impos 
tors.  Besides,  the  monuments  of  all  Christian  ages 
proclaim  to  the  whole  world  that  Christ  was  crucified 
under  Pontius  Pilate,  rose  from  the  dead;  even  the 
places  where  He  was  crucified,  rose  from  the  dead  and 
ascended  into  heaven,  are  pointed  out  at  this  day  to 
the  pilgrim  who  visits  Jerusalem  and  its  environs. 

We  have  seen  from  the  testimony  given  above  that 
Christ,  besides  the  other  miracles  "He  wrought,  raised 
the  dead  to  life,  and  on  the  third  day  after  His  own 
death  He  raised  Himself  from  the  dead.  To  resusci- 
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tate  the  dead,  and  His  own  resurrection  have  all  the 
necessary  conditions  to  constitute  a  miracle,  namely, 
the  supernatural  effect  produced  by  the  almighty  power 
of  God;  God  is,  moreover,  glorified  by  the  manifesta 
tion  of  His  omnipotent  power.  Christ,  by  the  very  fact 
of  raising  the  dead  to  life,  but  particularly  by  His  own 
glorious  resurrection  in  attestation  of  His  Divinity, 
proved  Himself  to  be  God  because  an  omnipotent 
power  is  required  to  perform  such  acts. 

Christ,  our  Lord  foretold  that  there  would  not  be 
left  a  stone  upon  a  stone  of  the  temple  of  Jerusalem, 
that  would  not  be  thrown  down.  This  prophecy  was 
well  known,  not  only  to  the  Christians,  but  the  Jews 
and  Pagans  were  not  ignorant  of  it.  Julian,  the  Apos 
tate,  undertook  to  falsify  it,  that  he  might  therefore  dis 
prove  the  Divinity  of  Christ;  and  with  this  design  he 
attempted  to  rebuild  the  temple  in  Jerusalem  for  the 
Jews.  For  this  purpose  he  ordered  his  treasurers  to 
furnish  money  and  everything  else  required.  He  col 
lected  the  most  able  workmen  from  every  quarter, 
appointed  overseers  over  them,  of  the  highest  rank, 
and  over  them  he  placed  Alypius,  who  had  formerly 
been  Pro-prefect  of  Britain;  and  he  ordered  him  to  see 
that  the  work  should  go  on  without  ceasing,  and  to 
spare  no  expense.  All  things  were  in  readiness;  work 
men  had  assembled  from  every  quarter,  and  an  immense 
amount  of  building  materials  had  been  collected.  Till 
then  the  foundation  and  some  of  the  ruins  of  the  walls 
had  remained,  as  we  are  informed  by  St.  Cyril,  of 
Jerusalem,  who  lived  at  that  time,  and  was  an  eye-wit 
ness  of  the  events.  The  Jews,  filled  with  joy,  assem 
bled  in  immense  numbers,  and  with  their  own  hands 
demolished  the  ruins  of  their  former  magnificent  temple 
and  thus  concurred  to  the  accomplishment  of  our  Sav- 
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iour's  prediction.  An  attempt  was  made  to  lay  the  new 
foundation,  but  instead  of  being  able  to  succeed,  Julian 
and  the  Jews  only  became  instruments  whereby  the 
prophecy  of  Christ  was  fully  accomplished,  for  they 
were  not  able  to  lay  one  stone  upon  another.  In  rela 
tion  to  this  matter  Alzog  says  in  his  church  history:  (i) 
"Although  Julian  despised  the  Jews  quite  as  much 
as  he  did  the  Christians,  still  he  granted  privi 
leges  to  the  former  inimical  to  the  interests  of  the  latter. 
These  while  they  were  not  bestowed  from  any  senti 
ment  of  love  for  the  Jews,  outraged  the  feelings  of  'the 
Christians,  and  are  indicative  of  the  malicious  hatred 
with  which  Julian  pursued  the  Galileans.  Twice  did  he 
order  the  rebuilding  of  the  temple  of  'Jerusalem,  and  twice 
was  the  work  interrupted  by  Divine  interference.  It 
had  been  foretold,  both  by  the  Prophet  Daniel,  and  by 
our  Lord,  that  Jerusalem  should  remain  desolate  for 
ever,  and  that  its  temple  should  not  rise  from  its  ruins. 
When  the  workmen  were  digging  down  and  clearing 
away  for  a  foundation,  violent  noises  were  heard  under 
their  feet,  earthquakes  shook  the  ground,  balls  of  fire 
burst  from  the  earth,  covered  the  place  with  smoke  and 
flames,  and  the  work  which  they  had  already  done  was 
shattered  to  pieces.  Many  were  killed,  others  injured, 
and  all,  both  Jews  and  Pagans,  who  from  a  common 
feeling  of  hatred  toward  Christianity,  had  united  in  this 
enterprise,  were  obliged,  after  ineffectual  and  repeated 
efforts,  to  leave  off  the  work  and  give  up  the  hope  of 
erecting  a  temple  against  which  Heaven  had  decreed. 
The  particulars  of  this  event  come  to  us,  not  on  Chris 
tian,  but  on  pagan  authority,  and  from  writers  united  to 
Julian  both  by  obligations  of  office  and  bonds  of  friend- 


(i)  Vol.   i,  page  481. 
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ship.  A  cross  once  more  appeared  in  the  heavens, 
seeming  to  indicate  that  Christ,  having  built  His  church 
upon  a  rock,  would  permit  no  man  to  destroy  her,  and 
that  what  He  had  destroyed,  no  power  of  man  could 
build  up  again.  Once  more  did  the  omnipotent  God 
witness  the  Divinity  of  His  only  begotten  Son  and  res 
cue  His  honor  from  the  disgrace  men  were  about  to  put 
upon  it;  and  once  more  did  he  admonish  these  blas 
phemers  that  they  would  finally  be  converted." 

I  will  give  Alzog's  references  in  relation  to  the  facts 
he  recorded  in  his  history. 

Julian,  ep.  25.      Ammian.  Marcell.  XXIII.  i.      Ambi- 
tiosum    quondam    apud    Hierosolymam  templum,  quod 
post   multa  et  interneciva  certamina — est  expugnatum, 
instaurare   sumtibus   cogitabat  immodicis:    negotiumque 
maturandum     Alypio    dederat    Antiochensi,     qui    olim 
Britannias    curaverat    pro    prcefectis.      QKI///I    itaquc.    rei 
idem  fortiter  instaret  Alyius,  juvaret  que  provitcicz  rector, 
metuendi  globi  flamarum  pr  ope  fundament  a  crebris  assultibus 
erumpentes,  fecerc  locum  exustis  aliquoties  operantibus  inac- 
cessum;  hocque  mode  elemento  destinatius  repellentc.  cessavit 
inceptum,  p  350.      Cf.  Julian,  ep.  25.      More  explicit  are 
the  Christian  writers.      Cf.  Socrat.  III.  20.      Sozom.    V. 
22.      Theodoret.    hist.   eccl.    IIII.  20.      Rufin.  his.    eccl. 
X.    37.       Gregor.    Nazianz.    Orat.    VI.    sen    in    Julian, 
invect.  II.      Chrysost.    horn.    III.  adv.  Jud.  sermo  XIV. 
de    land.    S.     Pauli.       Philostorg.    VII.     9,    14.       Full 
extracts  from  the  sources  in  Deringer's  System  of  Divine 
Actions,  vol.  I.  p.  380-392;  2d.  ed,  p.  259  sq. 
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CHAPTER     TWENTY-EIGHTH. 

THE   CHURCH   IS  A  SOCIETY. 

THE  church  founded  by  Christ  is  an  organization 
and  therefore  a  society,  as  has  been  sufficiently 
shown  in  some  of  the  preceding  pages,  she  must,  then, 
have  what  essentially  constitutes  the  civil  order  of 
society  in  general,  namely  supreme  authority  and  sub 
jects,  for  without  these  essential  attributes  she  and  no 
other  society  can  exist.  Legitimate  society  must  have 
a  solid  basis  on  which  it  rests,  which  can  be  no  other  than 
the  eternal  principles  of  justice.  The  object  of  natural 
or  civil  society  is  to  protect  right,  life  and  property 
according  to  the  principle  of  equity  or  justice;  hence 
supreme  authority  is  for  the  benefit  or  common  good  of 
its  subjects,  and  not  the  subjects  for  the  benefit  of  the 
supreme  authority.  We  know  from  reason  the  prin 
ciples  of  equity  or  justice,  the  natural  law  written  by  the 
hand  of  God  on  the  heart  of  man.  Reason,  as  the  vis 
intellectiva  or  seeing  self-evident  truth,  is  infallible,  for 
you  can  persuade  no  one,  not  even  the  untutored  savage, 
that  two  and  two  make  five,  that  a  circle  is  composed  of 
four  sides  and  four  angles,  that  a  part  of  a  thing  is  equal 
to  the  whole  of  it.  Discursive  reason  is  a  deduction  of 
conclusions  from  first  principles  or  self-evident  truths, 
and  therefore  from  simple  reason.  If  the  reasoning  be 
accurate,  the  conclusions  drawn  from  self-evident  data 
are  true;  but  if  not  accurate,  the  deductions  are  false; 
hence,  a  man  may  draw  false  conclusions  from  his  pre 
mises,  and  consequently  may  err.  This  accounts  for 
the  different  views  or  opinions  men  have  on  various  sub 
jects;  and  they  frequently  change  their  opinions;  hence, 
the  unsettled  state  of  the  human  mind.  Besides,  inteK 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  231 

lectual  pride,  obstinacy,  a  will  not  to  yield  to  arguments 
based  on  accurate,  on  solid  reasoning,  and  other  dis 
orders  in  the  soul,  likewise  cloud  the  intellect,  prevent 
it  from  seeing  the  truth,  or  from  seeing  it  clearly,  or 
when  seen  strive  to  prevail  on  the  will  not  to  accept  it. 
Self-interest  also  exercises  a  powerful  influence;  and 
hence  many  are  found,  who,  instead  of  promoting  the 
interests  of  society  or  of  the  public  good,  seek  their 
own  advantages.  It  moreover  too  often  happens  that 
premises  or  data  are  assumed  which  in  reality  are  false; 
and  from  these  false  principles,  deductions  are  made,  or 
conclusions  drawn,  and  thus  not  only  speculative,  but 
practical  errors  are  generated  which  produce  a  pernic 
ious  effect  on  the  community.  If  we  take  a  glance  at 
the  political  world,  we  see  it  divided  into  parties;  each 
party  has  different  ideas  with  regard  to  the  interests  of 
the  state;  and  not  only  this,  but  individual  members 
constituting  parties,  disagree  among  themselves  in  rela 
tion  to  matters  of  vital  importance  to  the  welfare  of  the 
public  good.  Some  think  that  one  thing  is  beneficial 
and  should  be  adopted;  others  have  different  opinions; 
even  the  same  diversity  of  opinion  exists  among  the 
legislators  themselves;  hence  the  most  bitter  contro 
versies  arise  in  the  legislative  halls;  and  scarcely  two 
members  hold  the  same  views  with  regard  to  what  is 
and  what  is  not  beneficial  to  the  public  good.  If  we 
look  at  the  philosophical  world,  we  find  that  philoso 
phers  disagree  among  themselves  as  well  as  statesmen; 
hence  the  different  and  conflicting  systems  of  philos 
ophy.  We  will  refer  only  to  a  few  of  the  many  contra 
dictory  systems.  Plato  taught  the  existence  of  one 
Supreme  Spiritual  Being,  essentially  free,  wise  and  just. 
He  also  taught  that  there  existed  both  an  ideal  world, 
and  an  elementary  chaotic  and  shapeless  mass  of  matter, 
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by  the  union  of  which  the  Deity  made  the  soul  of  the 
world,  then  formed  an  organic  world,  exhibiting  marks 
of  design,  and  afterwards  created  souls.  He  had  a  vague 
notion  of  the  fall  of  man,  a  tolerably  distinct  idea  of  the 
immortality  of  the  soul;  and  a  hopeful  belief  in  a  future 
life,  which  opened  to  him  the  prospect  of  reward  and 
punishment  after  death,  but  he  declared  that  no  one  could 
hold  these  doctrines  with  any  assurance  of  tJieir  truth  until 
t/iev  Jiud  been  proclaimed  and  authoritively  established  by 
.Divine  revelation. 

Aristotle  entirely  rejected  the  ideal  system  of  Plato, 
and  taught  that  all  knowledge  is  the  fruit  of  experience, 
and  that  the  conclusions  derived  from  it  are  by  legiti 
mate  reasoning,  and  is  on  this  account  considered  the 
philosopher  of  science.  He  confined  himself  entirely  to 
the  powers  of  nature,  which  he  considered  eternal  and 
immutable,  and  never  went  beyond  the  rigorous  con 
clusions  which  they  warranted.  He  assumed,  as  we 
have  stated  elsewhere,  that  a  Supreme  Intelligence  had 
constituted  the  universe  according  to  fixed  and 
unchangeable  laws,  and  thus  limiting  the  power  of  God, 
and  practically  rejecting  His  personal,  wise  and  holy 
providence  in  human  affairs,  and  denying  the  free  will 
of  man,  struck  at  the  very  foundation  of  the  true 
religion. 

It  is  not  only  in  pagan  philosophy  that  we  find  pan 
theism;  some  of  our  modern  philosophy  is  equally  as 
bad  and  has  a  baneful  effect  pn  society.  In  relation  to 
some  of  the  pernicious  systems  of  modern  philosophy 
Dr.  Brownson  says:  (i)  <fThe  Cosmists,  who  present 
the  latest  form  of  atheism,  divide  all  things  into  know- 
able  and  unknowable.  The  unknowable  they  mustcon- 


(i)  Brownson's  Review,  Oct.  1873,  page  451. 
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cede  is,  at  least,  unknown,  and  consequently  all  their 
knowledge  or  science,  is  confined  to  the  knowable;  and 
according  to  them  the  knowable  is  restricted  to  the 
phenomenal.  Hence  their  science  is  simply  the  science 
of  the  phenomenal,  and  this  is  wherefore  they  assert  the 
relativity  of  all  knowledge.  But  there  is  no  science  of 
phenomena  alone.  Science,  strictly  taken,  is  the  reduc 
tion  of  facts  or  phenomena  to  their  principle  or  cause 
on  which  they  depend,  and  which  explains  them. 
Science,  properly  speaking,  is  the  science  of  principles 
or  cause,  as  defined  by  Aristotle;  and  where  there  are 
no  known  causes  or  principles  there  is  no  science.  The 
Cosmists  and  even  the  Positivists,  place  all  principles 
and  causes  in  the  unknown,  and  consequently  neither 
have  nor  can  have  any  science.  They,  therefore,  have 
not,  and  cannot  have  any  scientific  truth  or  principles, 
as  we  have  already  shown,  to  oppose  Christian  theism. 
The  Cosmists  restrict  all  knowables  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  cosmic  phenomena  and  theit  laws,  which  are 
themselves  phenomena;  but  phenomena  are  not  know- 
able  in  themselves,  for  they  do  not  exist  in  themselves. 
Regarded  as  pure  phenomena,  detached  from  the  being 
or  substance  which  appears  in  them,  they  are  simply 
nothing.  They  are  cognizable  only  in  the  cognition  of 
that  which  they  manifest  or  of  which  they  are  the 
appearance.  But  Herbert  Spencer  places  that,  what 
ever  it  is,  in  the  category  of  the  unknowable,  and  conse 
quently  denies  nofonly  all  science,  but  all  knowledge  of 
any  sort  or  degree  whatever. 

It  is  a  cordial  principle  with  the  Spencerian  school 
that  all  knowledge  is  relative,  that  is,  knowledge  of  the 
relative  only.  But  the  assumption  of  the  relativity  of 
all  knowledge  is  incompatible  with  the  assertion  of  any 
knowledge  at  all.  Sir  William  Hamilton  indeed  main- 
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tains  relativity  of  all  knowledge,  but  he  had  the  grace  to 
admit  that  all  philosophy  ends  in  nescience.  The  rela 
tivity  of  knowledge  means  either  that  we  know  things 
not  as  they  really  aparii  ret,  but  only  as  they  exist  to  us 
as  affections  of  our  own  consciousness;  or  that  we  know 
not  the  reality,  but  only  phenomena  or  appearences. 
The  Cosmists  take  it  in  both  senses;  but  chiefly  in  the 
latter,  as  they  profess  to  follow  the  objective  method  as 
opposed  to  the  subjective.  In  either  sense  they  deny 
all  knowledge.  Consciousness  is  the  recognition  of 
myself  as  a  cognative  subject  in  the  act  of  knowing 
what  is  not  myself,  or  what  is  objective.  If  no  object 
is  cognized,  there  is  no  recognition  of  myself  or  fact  of 
consciousness,  and  consequently  no  affection  of  con 
sciousness.  The  soul  does  not  know  itself  in  itself,  for 
it  is  not  intelligible  in  itself;  since,  as  St.  Thomas  says, 
it  is  not  intelligence  in  itself,  therefore  it  can  know 
itself  only  in  acting;  and  having  only  a  dependent,  not 
independent  existence,  it  has  need,  in  order  to  act,  of 
the  counter  activity  of  that  which  is  not  itself.  Hence 
every  thought  is  a  complex  act,  including,  as  will  be 
more  fully  explained  farther  on,  simultaneously  and 
inseparably,  subject,  object,  and  their  relation.  If  no 
object,  then,  no  thought;  and  if  no  thought,  then  of 
course,  no  knowledge."  In  the  same  number  (i)  he 
says:  "The  Comtean  philosophy  absorbs  the  cosmos 
in  man  and  society;  the  Cosmic  phi'osophy  includes 
man  and  society  in  the  cosmos,  as  it  does  minerals, 
vegetables,  animals,  apes,  and  tadpoles,  and  subjects 
them  all  alike  to  one  and  the  same  universal  law  of 
evolution.  This  our  Cosmic  or  Spencerian  philosophy 
assures  us  is  science  to  day." 


(i)  Page  445. 
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But  we  find  still  a  greater  diversity  of  opinions  among 
the  different  religious  denominations.  What  one  denom 
ination  holds  as  revealed  truth  another  rejects  as 
erroneous  doctrine,  and  hence  the  everlasting  contentions 
or  religious  controversies  among  them.  Notwithstand 
ing  the  instability  and  revolutions  of  the  human  mind, 
man  is  not  an  isolated  being,  but  destined  by  the  Author 
of  nature  to  live  in  society,  because  he  stands  in  need  of 
many  things  necessary  for  his  subsistence,  which  he 
cannot  obtain  unless  in  society;  in  as  much  as  the  aid  of 
reason  is  capable  of  leading  from  universal  principles  to 
the  knowledge  of  particular  things  which  are  necessary 
for  life.  It  is,  then,  impossible  for  one  man  to  obtain 
all  this  knowledge;  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  live  in 
society,  the  one  helping  the  other,  each  one  discharging 
his  own  duties,  as  for  example,  one  is  engaged  in  agri 
culture,  another  in  the  mechanical  art,  another  in 
medicine,  etc.  The  end  of  the  civil  power  is  to  protect 
the  life  property  and  rights  of  its  subjects,  also  to  pro 
mote  the  good  of  the  community,  But  it  can  only  act 
upon  society  through  the  medium  of  laws.  A  law, 
according  to  St.  Thomas,  is  a  rule  dictated  by  reason, 
the  aim  of  which  is  the  public  good,  and  promulgated 
by  him  who  has  the  care  of  the  community.  A  rule 
dictated  by  reason — rationis  ordinatio.  Here  by  one 
word,  despotism  and  force  are  banished;  here  is  the 
principle  that  law  is  not  a  pure  effect  of  the  will.  ^Quod 
principi  placuit  legts  habet  vigor  em"  is  here  cor  reefed.  If 
the  life,  property,  rights,  etc. ,  of  men  are  to  be  protected 
in  society,  it  is  evident  that  they  must  have  some  obliga 
tion  towards  other  men,  or  they  must  have  laws  and 
obey  them.  We  have  seen  the  different  discordant 
elements  in  the  human  mind:  these  must,  then,  be 
brought  into  harmony,  must  be  cast,  so  to  speak,  into 
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one  mould  in  all  things  which  appertain  to  the  public 
good.  There  must,  then,  be  a  general  rule  of  conduct 
in  many  things;  but  a  rule  of  conduct  can  only  be  effected 
by  laws.  Laws  presuppose  an  individual  or  individuals 
invested  with  legitimate  power  to  frame  them.  We 
have,  then,  in  society  two  elements,  namely,  subjects 
and  the  principle  of  governing.  The  principle  of  gov 
erning  is  authority,  it  is  therefore  clear  that  society  is 
composed  of  subjects  and  a  superior.  The  superior  is 
nothing  else  than  authority  viewed  in  the  concrete,  that 
is,  authority  is  residing  in  some  one;  subjects  are  the 
multitude  obeying  the  authority  promulgating,  according 
to  the  dictates  of  reason,  the  necessary  order  to  be 
observed  that  society  may  obtain  its  end.  In  every 
society  there  must,  then,  be  a  supreme  authority.  In 
society  there  must  be  uniformity  of  acts;  there  can  be 
no  uniformity  unless  the  laws  are  the  same  for  all  the 
members;  but  laws  must  emanate  from  a  principle  of 
unity:  there  cannot,  then,  be  more  than  one  supreme 
authority  in  any  society,  state  or  kingdom;  two  authori 
ties  would  be  conflicting:  no  laws  could  be  enacted;  the 
order  necessary  to  lead  society  to  its  end  would  be 
destroyed,  and  consequently  society  itself.  But  it  may 
be  said  that  the  supreme  authority  sometimes  governs 
its  subjects  unjustly;  therefore  it  is  not  admissible.  This 
simply  shows  that  the  supreme  power  may  go  beyond 
the  limits  marked  out  by  the  Creator.  It  should  remain 
within  the  sphere  which  the  natural  and  positive  Divine 
laws  prescribe,  because,  as  St.  Thomas  says,  it  should 
govern  its  subjects  according  to  the  dictates  of  reason; 
but  human  reason  dictates  that  the  natural  and  positive 
Divine  laws  should  be  observed,  because  God  is  the 
Author  of  both.  Whenever,  then,  the  supreme  authority 
goes  beyond  the  limits  of  its  power,  it  is  no  longer 
authority,  but  despotism. 
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It  may  appear  strange  to  ask  the  question  whether 
society  is  visible;  but  as  visibility  is  one  of  the  essential 
attributes  of  society,  and  as  it  has  a  strong  bearing  on 
other  subjects  to  be  considered  further  on,  it  is  proper 
to  show  its  visibility  from  its  nature.  Society  must  be  a 
visibly  organized  body,  because  its  members  must  know 
those  who  belong  to  it;  they  must  know  that  there  is  a 
supreme  authority;  laws  must  be  made  for  the  good  of 
all  the  members;  there  must  be  tribunals  to  protect  the 
rights  of  the  members,  to  acquit  innocence,  to  punish 
crime,  to  determine  disputes,  etc. ;  all  this  cannot  be  done 
in  an  invisible  society;  besides,  an  invisible  society  can 
not  be  a  society  of  men,  as  is  evident. 

Society  must  be  in  possession'  of  truths,  for  it  is  a 
truth  that  legitimate  society  must  be  founded  on  justice, 
that  the  state  has  laws,  that  laws  are  enacted  by  certain 
individuals  invested  with  legitimate  power  to  make  them, 
that  they  are  authentic  and  must  be  interpreted  accord 
ing  to  the  mind  of  the  legislator,  and  that  the  state  has  an 
authentic  constitution  founded  by  proper  authority.  We 
must  moreover  have  a  moral  certitude  of  the  truths  in 
the  state;  but  we  can  have  no  moral  certitude  without 
reliable  witnesses;  the  witnesses  must  belong  to  the 
society  or  state.  Any  private  witnesses,  or  individuals 
are  not  admissible,  because  they  entertain  different 
opinions  with  regard  to  many  truths  in  the  state;  the 
only  admissible  witness,  then  is  the  supreme  authority, 
and  the  supreme  authority  is  recognized  as  the  official 
witness  of  every  state  or  society.  There  must  be 
stability  in  society  or  in  the  state,  for  without  it  the 
order  necessary  to  keep  it  tranquil,  and  to  lead  it  to  its 
end,  cannot  be  observed.  Disputes  and  controversies 
often  arise  which  must  be  terminated:  the  rights  of  citi 
zens  must  be  protected  and  crime  must  be  punished; 


238  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

but  all  this  cannot  be  done  without  a  supreme  tribunal, 
which  takes  cognizance  of  all  such  affairs,  and  pro 
nounces  a  final  sentence;  otherwise  there  would  be  no 
end  to  strife  and  discord;  society  would  be  in  disorder 
and  would  perish.  Every  society  or  state  must,  then, 
have  a  supreme  tribunal.  The  supreme  tribunal  must 
be  the  supreme  authority  itself,  for  the  members  consti 
tuting  it,  do  not  act  on  their  own  authority,  but  are 
commissioned  by  the  supreme  authority  to  exercise  its 
own  power. 

Laws  are  framed  to  govern  subjects,  who  are 
required  to  obey  them;  but  they  cannot  obey  them 
unless  they  know  them;  they  must,  then,  be  taught 
what  the  laws  are.  As  the  supreme  authority  makes 
laws  for  governing  its  subjects,  it  must  necessarily  teach 
them  either  itself  or  commisssion  others  for  that  pur 
pose. 

We  have  seen  that  society  is  composed  of  two  ele 
ments,  namely,  subjects  and  a  head  or  a  supreme 
authority.  It  has  to  discharge  various  functions,  and 
must  therefore  have  life  to  comply  with  its  obligations. 
Its  life  as  a  society  must  emanate  from  its  head;  there 
is,  therefore,  a  connection  between  the  head  and  the 
members,  which  cannot  be  severed  without  destroying 
society  itself,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  in  the  nature  of 
things  that  some  one  must  look  after  the  public  good, 
or,  in  other  words,  no  society  can  exist  without  a 
supreme  authority.  It  cannot  be  alleged  that  we  are 
not  bound  to  obey  the  supreme  authority  if  it  be  wicked, 
because  as  long  as  it  governs  according  to  the  dictates 
of  reason,  its  vices  do  not  invalidate  its  official  acts.  A 
very  wicked  judge,  in  his  official  capacity,  pronounces  a 
valid  sentence,  if  he  remain  within  the  sphere  of  his 
just  jurisdiction.  If  it  were  otherwise,  we  could,  at 
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least  oftentimes,  have  no  certitude  whether  official  acts 
of  the  officials  were  valid  and  binding  or  not;  this 
would  create  disorder  in  society  and  lead  to  its  destruc 
tion.  St.  Thomas  says  on  this  subject,  asking  whether 
infidels  have  dominion  or  supremacy  over  the  faithful: 
"That  it  is  necessary  to  consider  here  that  dominion  or 
supremacy  is  introduced  by  virtue  of  human  law:  the 
distinction  between  the  faithful  and  infidels,  is  by 
Div;ne  law.  Divine  law,  which  emanates  from  grace, 
does  not  take  away  human  law,  which  is  founded  on  the 
law  of  natural  reason;  therefore,  the  distinction  between 
the  faithful  and  infidels,  considered  in  itself,  does  not 
take  away  the  dominion  or  supremacy  of  infidels  over 
the  faithful."  Inquiring  in  another  place  whether  the 
prince,  who  has  apostatized  from  the  faith,  loses  by 
this  fact,  dominion  over  his  subjects,  so  that  they  are 
no  longer  bound  to  obey  him,  he  answers:  "As  has 
been  said  before,  infidelity  does  not  destroy  dominion 
itself;  for  dominion  was  introduced  by  the  law  of  nations 
which  is  a  human  right;  while  the  distinction  between 
the  faithful  and  infidels  is  by  a  Divine  right,  which  does 
not  take  away  human  right."  Again,  when  examining 
if  man  is  obliged  to  obey  another  man,  he  says:  "As 
natural  actions  proceed  from  natural  powers,  so  human 
operations  proceed  from  the  human  will.  In  natural 
things  it  is  necessary  that  inferior  things  should  be 
brought  into  their  respective  operations  by  the  excel 
lence  of  the  natural  virtue  which  God  has  given  to 
superior  things.  In  the  same  way  also  it  is  necessary 
that  in  human  things,  those  who  are  superior  should 
urge  on  the  inferior  by  the  force  of  authority  ordained 
by  God.  To  move  by  means  of  reason  and  will  is  to 
command;  and  as,  by  virtue  of  the  natural  order  insti 
tuted  by  God,  inferior  things  in  nature  are  necessarily 
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subject  to  the  motion  of  superior  things,  so  also  in 
human  things,  those,  who  are  inferior,  ought  by  natural 
and  Divine  right  obey  those  who  are  superior." 


CHAPTER    TWENTY-NINTH. 

THE  SUPREME  AUTHORITY  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

WE  HAVE  seen  that  supreme  authority  is  one  of 
the  essential  elements  of  civil  society,  that  no 
government  ever  existed  or  can  exist  without  it.  There 
were  various  civil  governments  from  the  commencement 
of  the  world;  these  governments  or  civil  organizations 
were  confined  within  certain  limits  of  space  or  time.  It 
is  true  that  sometime?  they  were  composed  of  different 
nationalities;  but  by  uniformity  of  laws  emanating  from 
the  supreme  authority  directing  the  actions  of  its  sub 
jects,  the  different  nationalities  were  cast  in  one  mould, 
and  their  ideas  were  centred  in  the  supreme  authority. 
But  most  of  these  organizations  consisted  only  of  single 
nationalities;  yet  with  all  the  essential  elements,  they 
were,  comparatively  speaking,  but  of  short  duration; 
the  longest  period  of  some  of  them  was  but  six  or  seven 
hundred  years.  They  had,  moreover,  the  means  to 
sustain  themselves,  such  as  armies,  wealth,  and  any 
number  of  persons  to  carry  their  will  into  execution. 
Where  are  now  the  Babylonian,  the  Persian,  the  Roman 
and  many  other  empires?  They  upheld  their  authority 
with  a  strong  hand,  but  now  they  are  known  only  to  the 
student  of  history.  We  have,  moreover,  seen  the  ever 
variable  state  of  the  human  mind.  Men  differ  in  politics, 
in  philosophy,  in  religion,  unless  they  recognize  a 
supreme  and  infallible  authority.  How  can  all  these  dis- 
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cordant  elements  of  the  human  mind  be  brought  into 
harmony  with  regard  to  all  those  things  which  appertain 
to  the  means  required  to  gain  our  supernatural  end, 
without  a  supreme  authority?  The  church,  which 
Christ  has  founded,  is  a  society  of  men  of  every  country 
under  the  sun.  Her  first  members  were  persons  from 
every  part  of  the  Roman  Empire,  which  then  extended 
its  sway  over  almost  all  the  then  known  world.  It 
embraced  Greeks,  Africans,  Gauls  and  Syrians;  in  fine, 
nearly  all  the  nations  had  been  conquered  by  the  Roman 
arms.  The  different  nations  were  permitted,  to  a  great 
extent,  to  retain  their  national  religion  and  customs. 
They  were  pagans  of  even-  kind:  their  habits  and 
manners  were  pagan.  Paganism  taught  that  those 
devoid  of  the  goods  of  this  world,  are  the  most  miser 
able  of  men;  it  placed  them  almost  on  a  level  with  the 
slave;  and  it  taught  that  true  happiness  consists  in 
having  great  possessions  and  honors,  that  it  is  base  to 
bear  injuries  or  insults,  and  not  to  resent  them  is 
cowardice.  It  had  most  magnificent  temples:  its  worship 
was  of  exquisite  grandeur,  and  its  priests  were  most 
gorgeously  robed.  The  worship  and  religious  customs 
of  paganism  were  handed  down  by  the  tradition  of 
ancestry  of  many  generations.  All  this  was  calculated 
to  make  the  strongest  impressions,  not  only  on  the 
individuals,  but  on  the  whole  people. 

The  tradition  of  ancestry  is  something  extremely 
sacred  in  the  eyes  of  a  nation.  It  is  with  difficulty  that 
a  people  can  divest  themselves  of  the  idea  that  their 
ancestors  were  in  error;  and  still  more  difficult  to  abandon 
the  customs  of  ages.  Moreover,  as  paganism  gave  free 
scope  to  the  indulgence  of  the  vilest  passions  of  the 
human  heart,  it  could  not  without  help  from  heaven 
disentangle  itself  from  its  fetters.  A  life  of  mortification 
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of  the  passions  of  the  human  heart,  is  painful  and  a  war 
fare;  men  must  be  induced  by  strong  motives  to  embrace 
it;  paganism  afforded  no  such  motives;  but  its  teachings 
were  the  reverse.  In  the  temples  of  paganism  the 
basest  and  most  revolting  passions  had  their  altars  and 
their  gods;  the  worshipers  collected  themselves  around 
these  altars  and  offered  their  obscene  and  abominable 
tributes  of  adoration.  Virgil,  Homer,  the  old  legal 
Codes  of  Greece  and  Rome,  and  the  religious  books  of 
all  idolatrous  nations  bear  evidence  to  this  fact.  Among 
the  Christians  Tertullian's  Apology  may  be  consulted 
throughout.  It  was  not  only  necessary  to  bring  the 
minds  of  the  first,  who  had  enrolled  their  names  on  the 
banner  of  Christianity,  into  Christian  harmony,  that  is, 
to  require  them  to  believe  all  the  truths  revealed  by 
Christ— some  of  which  are  beyond  human  comprehen 
sion—but  also  to  divest  themselves  of  their  idolatrous 
practices.  He,  who  was  impure,  had  to  become  chaste; 
the  vindictive  had  to  learn  to  bear  with  injuries  and  had 
to  forgive  them  for  God's  sake;  the  mind  had  to  be 
detached  from  mundane  objects,  and  had  to  be  directed 
to  the  Eternal  Good ;  unlawful  honors  had  to  be  renounced ; 
and  what  required  no  small  sacrifice  was  to  abandon  the 
tradition  of  ages  and  consider  them  false.  Tradition  of 
ages  whether  true  or  false,  held  up  with  the  most 
gorgeous  pomp  of  religion,  exerts  a  powerful  influence 
over  the  human  mind;  they  are  often  sufficient  to  triumph 
over  the  strongest  and  most  obstinate  resistance.  There 
is  something  in  the  hearts  of  men,  which  inclines  them 
to  sympathize  with  all  that  approaches  them.  How 
strong  must,  then,  have  been  the  influence  of  the 
traditions  of  the  ages  of  idolatry  united  with  the  basest 
passions  of  the  human  heart  !  The  struggle  must  have 
been  immense  !  What  has  been  said  of  those  who 
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entered  first  into  the  church  from  idolatry,  applies  to 
subsequent  idolatrous  nations  who  embraced  Christian 
ity.  The  church  had  not  only  to  deal  with  pagans,  but 
also  with  those  within  her  own  bosom.  These  men  had 
their  passions  as  well  as  those  who  were  not  within  her 
domain;  the  passions  had  to  be  restrained  and  subjected 
to  reason.  The  most  subtile  and  perhaps  the  most 
dangerous  passion  is  intellectual  pride.  Men  are  easily 
led  to  believe  that  they  surpass  others  in  intelligence 
and  learning;  hence  they  often  despise  the  opinions  of 
others,  and  yield  only  to  their  own.  They  extol  human 
reason,  raise  it  almost  to  a  divinity,  and  make  their 
offerings  on  its  altar.  It  is  their  only  guide  on  the 
stormy  sea  of  this  world  to  eternity;  they  forget  that  it 
is  circumscribed  by  very  narrow  limits;  hence  the 
difficulty  of  submitting  to  the  supreme  authority  of  the 
church.  But  no  one  can  deny  that  the  society  founded 
by  Christ,  or  the  church,  has  had  in  all  ages  men  illus 
trious  for  science.  The  history  of  the  Fathers  of  the  first 
ages  of  the  church,  is  the  history  of  the  most  learned 
men  in  Europe,  Asia  and  Africa.  Study  the  works  of 
Tertullian,  of  St.  Athanasius,  of  St.  Iraeneus,  of  St. 
Augustin,  of  Clement,  of  Alexandria  and  of  a  host  of 
others,  and  you  will  find  the  truth  of  what  is  asserted. 

After  the  barbarians  had  destroyed  ancient  civiliza 
tion,  those,  who  had  preserved  the  remains  of  ancient 
knowledge,  were  churchmen.  In  modern  times  no 
branch  of  knowledge  can  be  pointed  out  in  which  a 
great  number  of  Catholics  have  not  figured  in  the  first 
rank.  Thus  there  has  been  during  eighteen  hundred 
years,  an  uninterrupted  chain  of  learned  men  who  were 
Catholics,  that  is,  men  who  were  united  in  the  profess 
ion  of  the  doctrines  taught  by  the  Catholic  church.  The 
Catholic  church  has  recognized  a  supreme  authority  in 
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the  person  of  her  visible  head,  from  the  commencement 
of  her  existence;  these  men  were,  then,  subject  and  sub 
missive  to  the  supreme  authority  of  the  church.  But  it 
is  asserted  that  the  first  ages  of  Christianity  did  not 
recognize  a  visible  supreme  authority.  Further  on  the 
contrary  will  be  shown. 

I  admit  that  it  is  not  new  in  the  history  of  the  human 
mind  that  a  doctrine,  more  or  less  reasonable,  may  be 
professed  for  a  certain  time  by  a  certain  number  of 
learned  and  enlightened  men;  this  can  be  seen  in  the 
schools  of  philosophy,  both  ancient  and  modern.  But 
as  Balmes  says:  4iFor  a  creed  to  maintain  itself  for 
many  ages,  by  preserving  the  adhesion  of  men  of  learn 
ing  of  all  ages,  times,  t  and  of  all  countries — of  minds 
differing  from  themselves  on  other  points — of  men 
opposed  in  interest  and  divided  by  rivalries,  is  a  phenom 
enon  new,  unique  and  cannot  be  found  any\vhere  but  in 
the  Catholic  church.  It  has  been  and  still  is  the  practice 
of  the  church,  while  in  one  faith  and  doctrine,  to  teach 
unceasingly, — to  excite  discussions  on  all  subjects,  to 
promote  the  study  and  examinations  of  the  foundations 
on  which  faith  itself  reposes,  to  scrutenize  for  this  pur 
pose  the  ancient  languages,  the  monuments  of  the 
remotest  times,  the  documents  of  history,  the  discoveries 
of  scientific^observations,  the  lessons  of  the  highest  and 
most  analytic  sciences,  and  to  present  herself  with  gen 
erous  confidence  in  the  great  lyceums,  where  men  replete 
with  talents  and  knowledge  concentrate,  as  in  a  focus, 
all  that  the}-  have  learned  from  their  predecessors,  and 
all  that  they  themselves  have  collected;  and  nevertheless 
we  see  her  always  persevere  with  firmness  in  her  faith 
and  unity  of  her  doctrines;  we  see  her  always  surrounded 
by  illustrous  men,  who,  with  their  brows  crowned  with 
laurels  of  a  hundred  literary  contests, humble  themselves, 
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tranquil  and  serene  before  her  without  fear  of  diminish 
ing  the  brightness  of  the  glory  which  surrounds  their 

heads We  have  observed   those  terrible  elements 

of  desolation,  which  have  acquired  so  much  force  in 
modern  society;  we  have  seen  with  what  fatal  power 
they  destroy  and  annihilate  all  institutions,  social, 
political  and  religious,  without  ever  succeeding  in  making 
a  breach  in  the  doctrines  of  Catholicity,  without  altering 
that  system,  so  fixed  and  so  constant.  Is  there  no  con 
clusion  to  be  drawn  from  all  this  in  favor  of  Catholicity? 
To  say  that  the  church  has  done  that  which  no  school, 
nor  government,  nor  societies,  nor  religions  could  do,  is 
it  not  to  confess  that  she  is  wiser  than  everything  human? 
And  does  it  not  clearly  prove  that  she  does  not  owe  her 
origin  to  human  thought,  and  that  she  derived  it  from 
the  bosom  of  the  Creator?  This  society  formed,  you 
say,  by  men,  this  government  directed  by  men,  has 
endured  for  eighteen  hundred  years;  it  extends  to  all 
countries;  it  addresses  the  savage  in  the  forest,  the 
barbarian  in  his  tent,  the  civilized  man  in  the  most 
populous  cities.  It  reckons  among  its  children  the 
shepherd  clothed  in  skins,  the  laborer,  the  powerful 
nobleman;  it  makes  its  laws  heard  alii-e  by  the  simple 
mechanic  at  his  work,  and  by  the  man  of  learning  in  his 
closet,  absorbed  in  the  profoundest  speculations.  This 
government  has  always  had,  according  to  M.  Guizot,  a 
full  knowledge  of  its  actions  and  its  wishes;  it  has 
always  been  consistent  in  its  conduct." 

This  Christian  society,  moreover,  did  not  extend  its 
sway  over  the  world  by  physical  force;  but  during  the 
first  three  hundred  years  of  its  existence,  it  had  to 
suffer  the  most  relentless  persecutions;  paganism  had 
determined  to  obliterate  the  very  name  of  Christianity 
from  the  face  of  the  earth.  The  struggle  of  Christianity 
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was  a  struggle  of  blood  and  martyrdom  during  the  first 
three  centuries  of  its  existence.  Well  might  Tertullian 
exclaim:  "Cruciate,  torquate,  damnate,  conterite  nos, 
Sa nguis  est  semen  Christianor /////."  "Torment  us,  torture 
us,  condemn  us,  crush  us;  the  blood  of  Christians  is  the 
seed  of  new  Christians."  In  another  place  he  says: 
"We  are  but  of  yesterday,  yet  we  fill  all  places;  your 

cities,  towns, we  leave  you  only  your  temples." 

We  have  seen  that  men  of  different  countries,  of 
different  manners,  habits,  dispositions,  interests,  and  of 
different  forms  of  paganism,  embraced  Christianity. 
This  Christian  organization  has  continued  for  eighteen 
hundred  years  amid  the  rise  and  fall  of  mighty  king 
doms  and  empires.  La\vs,  manners,  habits,  customs, 
language  and  almost  everything  else  have  changed 
during  this  time,  except  the  church;  the  storms  and 
furies  of  eighteen  hundred  years  could  not  succeed  in 
destroying  her.  If  it  is  impossible  to  have  a  civil 
organization  limited  by  place  and  time,  without  a 
supreme  authority,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  society 
founded  by  Christ,  or  the  church,  must  have  a  supreme 
authority,  because  it  is  utterly  impossible  that  so  many 
different  minds  of  all  ages  and  nations  could  have  been 
united  without  it.  Supreme  authority  is,  therefore,  one 
of  the  essential  attributes  of  the  church. 
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CHAPTER    THIRTIETH. 

THE  VISIBILITY  OF  THE    CHURCH. 

AS  THE  church  is  an  organization  or  a  society  of 
men  which  has  existed  for  eighteen  hundred  years, 
and  has  within  her  domain  people  of  different  manners, 
habits  and  customs,  people  of  every  clime  under  the 
sun,  we  cannot  reasonably  suppose  that  all,  who  are 
subject  to  her  authority  and  under  her  sway,  observe  the 
order  established  by  her  Divine  Founder,  required  to 
lead  them  to  their  supernatural  end.  In  a  society  so 
vast,  and  of  so  many  centuries  duration,  we  must  expect 
to  find  some  bad,  refactory  members,  who,  by  the  per 
version  of  their  free  will,  have  lost  their  supernatural 
life,  and  consequently  do  not  belong  to  the  soul  of  the 
church,  yet  they  adhere  to  the  body  just  like  a  dead 
limb  to  a  living  tree;  or  they  may  be  compared  to  chaff 
mixed  with  the  wheat  on  a  thrashing-floor.  Hence,  the 
church  is  composed  of  two  classes  of  persons,  the  good 
and  the  bad,  both  professing  the  same  faith,  and  par 
taking  of  the  same  sacraments,  yet  differing  in  their 
manner  of  life  and  morality.  The  good  are  those,  who 
are  linked  together,  not  only  by  the  profession  of  the 
same  faith  and  participation  of  the  same  sacraments, 
but  also  by  the  bond  of  charity.  From  what  has 
been  said,  we  perceive  that  the  church  is  invisible 
only  in  as  far  ."as  we  cannot  infallibly  know,  without 
supernatural  revelation,  those  who  have  sanctifying 
grace,  who  are  inked  together  by  the  bond  of  charity, 
or  those  whose  souls  have  supernatural  life;  these 
constitute  the  soul  of  the  church.  But  as  the  church 
militant  is  composed  of  all  who  are  under  her  gov 
ernment,  or  subject  to  her  supreme  authority,  who 
are  united  in  the  profession  of  the  same  faith,  and  in  the 
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participation  of  the  same  sacraments,  be  the)'  wheat  or 
chaff,  that  is,  just  or  sinners,  she  must  necessarily  be  a 
visible  body.  This  is  evident  from  the  fact  that  from 
the  co-nmencement  of  her  existence,  she  expelled  or 
removed  from  her  communion  refractory  members,  who 
by  their  false,  their  heretical  teachings,  endeavored  to 
instil  their  poison  into  the  minds  of  the  faithful.  Kccle- 
siastical  history  from  the  commencement  of  Christianity 
evidences  this  fact.  In  relation  to  the  matter  before  us 
Eusebius  says:  (i)  ;-But  so  greatly  did  Divine  grace 
co-operate  with  him  (Philip)  that  even  Simon  Magus, 
with  a  great  number  of  other  men,  was  attracted  by  his 
discourses.  But  Simon  had  become  so  celebrated  at 
that  tim  i,  and  had  such  influence  with  those  that  were 
deceived  by  his  imposture,  that  they  considered  him  the 
great  power  of  God.  The  same  Simon  a'so  astonished 
at  the  ex'raordinary  miracles  performed  by  Philip  through 
the  power  of  God.  artfully  assumed,  and  even  practiced 
faith  in  Christ,  so  far  as  to  be  baptized;  and  what  is  sur 
prising,  the  same  thing  is  done  even  to  this  day,  by  those 
who  adopt  this  most  foul  heresy.  These,  after  the 
manner  of  their  founder,  insinuating  themselves  into  the 
church,  like  a  pestilential  and  leprous  disease,  infected 
those  with  the  greatest  corruption,  into  whom  they  were 
able  to  infuse  thsir  secret,  irremediable  and  destructive 
poison.  Man}'  of  these,  indeed,  have  already  been 
expe'led.  when  they  were  caught  in  their  wickedness;  as 
Simon  himself  when  detected  by  Peter,  suffered  his 
deserved  punishment." 

In  the  second  century  Pope  Victor  threatened  to 
excommunicate  some  of  the  churches  of  Asia  Minor  for 
refusing  to  conform  to  the  custom  of  the  Roman  and 


(i)   Ecclesiastical  history,   Book  2,  Chap.  i. 
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other  churches  of  Christendom,  in  relation  to  the  celebra 
tion  of  Easter.  Many  bishops,  among  whom  was  St- 
Irameus,  entreated  him  not  to  cut  off  whole  churches 
from  the  church  of  God.  Eusebius  quotes  from  a  letter 
written  by  St.  Irameus  to  Pope  Victor.  Eusebius  says: 

(1)  "Among  those  also  was  Ineneus.  who.  in  the  name 
of  those   brethren    in    Gaul,    over    whom    he    presided, 
wrote  an  epistle,  in    which    he    maintains    the    duty    of 
celebrating    the    mysteries    of    the    resurrection    of    our 
Lord    only  on    the  day  of  the    Lord.      He    becomingly 
also  admonishes  Victor  not  to  cut  off  whole  churches  of 
God,    which   observed   the    tradition   of  an    ancient   cus 
tom." 

Pope  Victor  not  only  claimed,  or  rather  had  the 
power  of  excommunicating,  but  he  used  it  by  excom 
municating  Theodotus,  who  had  been  arrested  as  a 
Christian  during  the  persecution  of  Marcus  Aurelian, 
and  apostatized  from  the  faith  in  order  to  escape  the 
torments  and  martyrdom  to  which  the  Christian  con 
fessors  were  subject.  He  alleged  as  a  pretext  for  his 
apostasy  that  it  was  not  God  he  had  denied,  but  only  a 
man.  and  hence  taught  publicly  that  the  Word  is  not 
God;  thus  renewing  the  heresies  of  Cerinthus  and  Ebion. 
Like  all  other  heresiarchs.  Theodotus  had  followers, 
who  were  in  like  manner  condemned  by  Pope  Victor. 

(2)  Any  amount  of  evidence  could  be  given  in  addition 
to  show  that  the  church   from   the    beginning    had    the 
power  to  remove  refactory  and  scandalous  members  from 
her  communion,  but  what  has  been  adduced  will  suffice. 
As  the  church   from  the  commencement  had   the   power 
to  remove  or  expel  from  her  communion,  persons  guilty 


(i)  Book  5,  Chap.  24      (2)  Lee  Darras.      Ecclesiastical    history, 
Vol.  i,  Page  163. 
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of  heresy  or  of  other  crimes,  it  is  evident  that  they  are 
like  chaff  mixed  with  the  wheat  on  the  thrashing-floor, 
and  that  all,  who  profess  the  same  faith,  partake  of  the 
same  sacraments  and  are  under  one  head,  or  under  her 
supreme  authority,  be  they  just  or  sinners,  belong  to  the 
body  of  the  church.  The  church  is,  therefore,  visible, 
for,  as  has  been  said,  we  cannot  know,  without  a  special 
supernatural  revelation,  who  has  sanctifying  grace  or 
supernatural  life.  Hence,  if  the  church  were  composed 
only  of  the  just,  we  could,  then,  not  know,  at  least,  with 
absolute  certainty,  those  who  are  within  her  pale,  and  as 
far  as  they  cannot  be  known  are  unknowable  or  invisi 
ble,  and  consequently,  if  the  church  were  composed  of 
just  only,  she  would  be  invisible;  but  in  that  case  an 
invisible  church  could  and  has  excommunicated  her 
unworthy,  her  refactory  members,  which  is  absurd. 

Moreover,  the  visibility  of  the  church  is  found  in  the 
fact,  that  the  Son  of  God  has  assumed  human  nature,  that 
He  appeared  in  the  visible  form  of  man,  that  he  con 
versed  with  men  and  taught  them  his  Divine  doctrines. 
The  medium  of  conveying  His  doctrines  was  a  visible 
one.  Even  while  on  earth,  He  employed  visible  envoys 
for  the  same  purpose.  Man  had  to  have  intercourse  with 
man;  man  had  to  teach  man.  Before  His  ascension  into 
heaven,  He  gave  Divine  commission  to  men,  namely, 
to  His  Apostles  to  teach  His  doctrines.  I  will  produce 
a  few  of  the  many  witnesses  who  testify  to  this  fact.  St- 
Clement  of  Rome  was  a  disciple  of  St.  Peter,  and  was 
ordained  bishop  by  him,  as  Tertullian  testifies  in  the 
thirty-second  chapter  of  his  book  of  prescriptions,  and 
learned  from  St.  Peter  himself  that  the  Apostles  were 
commissioned  by  Christ  to  preach  to  the  nations  of  the 
earth,  the  truths  our  Divine  Saviour  had  taught  them. 
He  says  in  his  first  epistle  to  the  Corinthians: 
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"The  Apostles  have  preached  to  us  from  the  Lord 
Jesus  Christ;  Jesus  Christ  from  God.  Christ,  therefore, 
was  sent  by  God,  and  the  Apostles  by  Christ." 

Tertullian,  in  his  book  of  prescriptions,  chapter 
twenty-first,  says:  "On  the  principle,  therefore,  we 
shape  our  rule  of  prescription;  that  if  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ  sent  the  Apostles  to  preach,  no  others  are  to  be 
received  as  preachers  than  those  whom  Christ  appointed; 
for  no  one  knoweth  the  Father  save  the  Son,  and  he  to  whom 
the  Father  revealed  Him;  neither  does  the  Son  seem  to 
have  revealed  him  to  any  other  than  the  Apostles,  whom 
He  sent  to  preach,  to-wit,  that  which  He  revealed  unto 
them.  Now  what  they  did  preach,  that  is  what  Christ 
revealed  unto  them,- — I  will  here  also  rule, — must  be 
proved  in  no  other  way  than  by  those  same  churches 
which  the  Apostles  themselves  founded,  themselves  by 
preaching  to  them  as  well  viva  voce,  as  men  say,  as  after 
wards  by  epistles.  If  these  things  be  so,  it  becomes 
forthwith  manifest,  that  all  doctrines  which  agree  with 
those  apostolic  churches,  the  wombs  and  originals  of  the 
faith,  must  be  accounted  true,  as  without  doubt  contain 
ing  that  which  the  churches  received  from  the  Apostles, 
the  Apostles  from  Christ,  Christ  from  God;  but  that 
every  doctrine  must  be  judged  at  once  to  be  false,  which 
savoureth  things  contrary  to  the  truth  of  the  churches, 
and  of  the  Apostles,  and  of  Christ,  and  of  God." 

"The  Apostles  traversed  every  part  of  the  world, 
taught  the  doctrines  of  Christ,  founded  churches,  and 
appointed  prelates  to  govern  them.  Thus  has  Chris- 
tiannity  come  down  to  us.  How,  then,  can  it  be  said 
that  the  church  is  invisible?  If  she  were  invisible  we 
could  neither  see  her  nor  know  her,  nor  could  we  have 
teachers  from  whom  we  could  learn  the  truths  of  super 
natural  revelation. 
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Again,  we  have  seen  that  supreme  authority  is  an 
essential  element  of  the  church  founded  by  Christ;  the 
church  must,  therefore,  be  visible,  because  her  members 
must  know  who  belong  to  her  communion  by  the  pro 
fession  of  the  same  faith,  by  the  participation  of  the 
same  sacraments,  and  by  being  under  one  head.  They 
must  know  that  there  is  a  supreme  authority,  which  has 
power  to  enact  laws  for  the  welfare  of  the  members, 
power  to  determine  disputes,  to  condemn  error  against 
faith  and  morals,  and  to  remove  or  cut  off  refractor}7 
members.  But  if  the  church  militant  were  invisible, 
then,  there  could  be  no  authority,  no  government,  no 
laws;  then  religious  disputes  could  not  be  terminated; 
then  there  could  be  no  unity  of  faith,  but  a  thousand 
different  conflicting  opinions.  This  would  destroy  the 
whole  Christian  order.  The  resistance  to  authority  of 
the  church  includes  the  necessity  of  unlimited  private 
judgement,  and  of  making  the  understanding  the  supreme 
judge  of  Divine  faith  and  morals.  Time  has  shown  the 
melancholy  consequences  of  such  a  doctrine.  If  you 
deprive  the  human  mind  of  authority  of  some  kind  or 
other,  on  what  can  it  depend?  Given  up  to  every  form 
of  opinion,  it  is  forced  into  the  gloomy  path  which  led 
the  ancient  philosophers  into  chaos.  Reason  and 
experience  are  witnesses  of  this  fact.  If  you  substitute 
private  judgement  for  the  authority  of  the  church,  then, 
all  the  great  questions  concerning  God  and  man  remain 
unsolved.  The  mind  is  in  darkness  and  seeks  in  vain  for 
light  to  guide  it  safely  to  the  harbor  of  truth;  confused 
by  the  teachings  of  a  thousand  schools,  all  differing 
among  themselves,  and  not  being  able  to  give  any  light 
on  the  subject,  it  must  relapse  into  that  state  in  which 
Christianity  found  it,  and  from  which  it  has  drawn  it 
with  great  difficulty. 
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CHAl'TKR    THIRTY-FIRST. 

THE    UNITY   OF  THE  CHURCH. 

WE  CANNOT  form  any  conception  of  a  society 
destitute  of  harmony,  because  a  general  rule  of 
conduct  is  required,  which  must  necessarily  produce 
concord.  But  this  presupposed  unity,  or  a  supreme 
authority  which  must  be  one.  In  the  destruction  of 
harmony  is  involved  the  non-observance  of  laws;  if  the 
laws  are  not  complied  with,  the  order  in  society  will  be 
destroyed,  and  consequently  society  itself.  But  the 
church  founded  by  Christ  is  a  society  of  a  higher  degree 
of  perfection  than  the  civil  order,  because  the  end  of  the 
civil  is  merely  natural,  that  is,  it  is  only  within  its 
province  to  procure  civil  or  temporal  happiness  for  its 
subjects;  but  the  end  of  the  church,  or  society  founded 
by  Christ,  is  in  the  supernatural  order.  Its  divinely 
appointed  teachers  are  required  to  teach  men  the  truths 
of  supernatural  revelation,  and  instruct  them  as  to  their 
obligations  toward  their  Creator,  so  that  by  complying 
with  these  requirements,  they  may  gain  their  super 
natural  end.  The  very  nature  of  the  church,  then, 
requires  unity. 

As  Christ  has  left  the  deposit  of  Divine  revelation  in 
His  church,  and  has  commissioned  His  Apostles  and 
their  lawful  successors  to  teach  what  is  contained  in  that 
deposit,  to  all  nations,  there  must  be  unity  of  faith,  or 
an 'assent  to  the  truths  contained  in  the  deposit  of  faith 
which  the  church  proposes  to  us  to  be  believed.  The 
question  is  not  to  be  considered  here,  what  are  the  truths 
of  Divine  and  supernatural  revelation:  it  is  sufficient,  in 
this  part  of  our  investigation,  to  bear  in  mind  that  Christ 
has  revealed  the  truths  of  faith.  If  you  deny  this,  con- 
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trary  to  the  testimony  of  all  ages,  then  you  do  not 
admit  that  Christ  has  made  a  church  at  all,  for  without 
truths  and  facts  no  society  or  church  can  exist. 

Truth  is  that  which  is,  it  is  the  harmony  in  the 
essence  of  God,  as  we  have  shown  elsewhere,  and  there 
fore  eternal  and  immutable.  Although  there  are  many 
distinct  truths,  nevertheless,  inasmuch  as  they  cannot 
contradict  each  other,  form  only  one  truth.  Moreover, 
truth  has  its  source  in  unity — in  the  eternal  and  supreme 
unity  of  God.  God  cannot  contradict  Himself;  He  is 
the  First  the  Eternal  Truth;  therefore  the  truths  of 
Divine  revelation  must  harmonize,  for  if  one  would 
contradict  the  other,  then,  the  same  thing  would  be  and 
not  be,  which  is  an  absurdity,  and  would  destroy  Divine 
revelation.  God  cannot  be  the  Author  of  absurdities; 
for  otherwise  the  harmony  in  God  and  His  unity  wrould 
be  destroyed,  and  consequently  His  existence.  The 
creature  must,  then,  give  a  full  assent  to  the  truths  of 
Divine  revelation,  when  they  are  sufficiently  evidenced, 
otherwise  there  would  be  a  collision  with  the  veracity 
of  God,  which  is  an  enormous  crime.  It  follows,  then, 
that  faith  cannot  be  a  matter  of  opinion.  The  assent, 
therefore,  to  all  the  truths  of  Divine  revelation  consti 
tutes  the  unity  of  faith  in  the  church. 

In  relation  to  the  unity  of  the  church  St.  Cyprian 
says  very  appropriately:  (i)  "The  church  too  is  one, 
though  extended  far  and  wide  and  is  further  multiplied 
by  the  increase  of  her  fruitfulness.  As  the  sun  has 
many  rays,  yet  one  light;  and  the  tree  many  boughs,  yet 
its  strength  is  one,  resting  on  the  firmly  clinging  roots; 
and  as  when  many  streams  flow  down  from  the  fountain- 
head,  though  a  multiplicity  of  waters  may  seem  to  be 

(i)  De  imitate  ecclesia. 
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diffused  from  the  bountifulness  of  the  overflowing  abund 
ance,  yet  is  unity  preserved  in  the  common  source.  Part 
a  ray  of  the  sun  from  his  orb;  this  division  of  light  the 
unity  allows  not;  break  a  branch  from  the  tree,  once 
broken  it  can  bud  no  more;  cut  the  stream  from  its 
source,  the  remnant  dries  up.  Thus  the  church  flooded 
with  the  light  of  the  Lord,  puts  forth  her  rays  through 
the  whole  world,  yet  the  light  is  one  which  is  spread 
over  every  place,  while  its  unity  of  body  is  preserved. 
In  the  luxuriance  of  her  plenty,  she  stretches  her 
branches  over  the  entire  earth,  and  spreads  out  far  and 
wide  her  bountiful  and  onward  streams.  Yet  there  is 
one  head  and  one  source,  and  one  mother  abundant  in 
the  results  of  her  fruitfulness. " 

Moreover,  there  are  different  discordant  elements  in 
the  mind  of  the  Christian  society  as  well  as  in  that  of  the 
civil,  which  must  be  harmonized  in  all  things  appertain 
ing  to  the  supernatural  end  of  man.  There  must,  then, 
be  a  general  rule  of  conduct  for  all  the  members,  emanat 
ing  from  the  Divine  law,  and  from  the  authority 
established  by  Christ  to  govern  and  direct  His  church. 
It  belongs  to  the  office  of  the  church  to  watch  over  the 
eternal  welfare  of  her  children,  to  direct  them  in  the 
path  of  rectitude,  to  admonish  the  sinner,  and  as  far  as 
she  can,  to  avert  him  from  his  career  of  crime,  to  apply 
the  remedies  left  by  Christ,  to  expel  the  refractory  from 
her  communion,  to  appoint  the  time  and  place  for  the 
worship  of  God,  etc.  All  this  cannot  be  done  without 
laws;  she  must  therefore  have  legislative  powers.  The 
natural  law,  which  is  Divine  as  well  as  the  positive 
Divine  law,  requires  that  some  time  must  be  set  apart 
for  the  worship  of  God;  but  it  does  not  specify  any 
particular  time.  The  ceremonial  law  sets  apart  Saturday 
to  be  sanctified  as  the  Lord's  day.  But  as  Christianity 
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does  not  recognize  the  ceremonial  law,  the  church  has 
enacted  a  law  substituting  Sunday.  The  church  has  no 
power  to  make  purely  temporal  laws;  but  she  has  the 
power  to  legislate  concerning  all  temporal  goods  devoted 
to  the  service  of  God.  The  Pope  made  his  laws  for  the 
government  of  •  his  own  states,  until  he  was  despoiled  of 
them,  in  the  capacity  of  a  civil  prince;  they  were  not 
church,  but  civil  laws,  and  as  such,  were  only  intended 
for  and  binding  on  the  subjects  of  his  states.  It  is  true 
that  there  may  be  local  church  laws  for  different 
provinces,  as  circumstances  may  require,  but  that  neither 
destroys  nor  disturbes  the  harmony  of  the  general  laws 
of  the  church,  for  the  inferior  legislator  must  have  power 
from  the  supreme  authority  to  legislate;  he  can  neither 
pass  any  law  contrary  to  the  general  laws  of  the  church, 
nor  dispense  from  any  general  law  of  the  church  with 
out  power  from  the  supreme  authority.  If  a  Divine  law 
is  embodied  in  an  ecclesiastical  law,  neither  he  nor  the 
supreme  authority  can  dispense  from  the  Divine  law 
embodied  in  the  ecclesiastical. 

In  the  state  the  supreme  authority  grants  to  cities 
and  corporations  the  privilege  to  make  laws  for  their 
special  governments;  they  are  nevertheless  subject  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  like  other  citizens.  This  neither 
destroys  nor  disturbs  the  harmony  of  the  laws  of  the 
state.  Hence  also  in  the  church  there  maybe  local  laws 
for  some  provinces,  as  circumstances  may  require,  yet 
unity  remains.  But  it  may  be  objected  that  some  of  the 
members  violate  the  laws;  therefore  there  can  be  no 
unity.  How  many  violate  the  laws  of  the  state,  yet  the 
unity  of  the  state,  by  such  violations,  is  not  destroyed, 
nor  is  the  unity  of  the  church  by  the  violation  of 
her  laws. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  is  evident   that  there  can 
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be  only  one  true  religion,  or  church,  and  from  which  we 
can  learn  the  truths  contained  in  the  deposit  of  Divine 
revelation,  and  the  laws  necessary  to  be  observed  to 
gain  our  supernatural  end.  Hence,  if  the  true  church 
teaches  the  truths  contained  in  the  deposit  of  faith,  and 
the  order  to  be  observed  by  man  to  gain  the  end  of  his 
creation,  any  other  church  or  religion  must  be  false 
which  contradicts  the  teachings  of  the  true  church,  even 
by  teaching  or  denying  only  one  doctrine  contrary  to 
any  doctrine  contained  in  the  deposit  of  Divine  revela 
tion,  and  which  the  true  church  has  proposed  to  the 
faithful  to  be  believed;  there  can,  then,  be  only  one  true 
church. 

But  we  are  neeverthelss  gravely  assured  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  little  consequence  to  what  church  or  religion 
one  belongs;  if  he  does  what  is  right  he  will  obtain  the 
end  for  which  God  created  him,  or,  in  other  words,  he 
will  be  saved. 

According  to  this,  a  purely  natural  religion  would  be 
sufficient.  It  is  true  that  we  know  from  reason  that 
there  is  a  God  Who  created  us  and  all  things;  and  hav 
ing  created  us,  we  are  His  property  and  have  our  sole 
dependence  on  Him.  The  light  of  natural  reason, 
teaches  that  we  must  acknowledge  God  as  our  Creator, 
as  the  Author  of  our  being;  and  hence,  reason  also 
teaches  that  some  time  must  be  set  apart  to  be  devoted 
to  His  service,  without,  however,  specifying  any  par 
ticular  time.  Natural  reason  furthermore  teaches  that 
we  must  do  to  others  as  we  wish  them  to  do  to  us. 
Hence,  if  we  act  according  to  the  dictates  of  reason,  we 
must  fulfill  our  lawful  contracts,  pay  our  just  debts,  not 
injure  our  neighbor;  and  if  we  have  injured  any  one  we 
must  make  reparation.  Final!)',  the  natural  religion 
consists  in  observing  the  natural  law.  Hut  as  the 
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natural  religion  consists  only  in  complying  with  the 
natural  law,  it  merely  shows  or  inculcates  the  natural 
relations  between  God  and  man,  or  the  relation  known 
by  the  light  of  natural  reason.  He  who  observes  the 
natural  law,  does  what  is  right  and  what  he  is  bound  to 
do.  But  we  have  proved,  in  chapter  twentieth,  that 
the  end  of  man  is  not  in  the  natural,  but  in  the  super 
natural  order.  But  as  the  end  of  man  is  in  the  super 
natural  order,  there  must  be,  besides  natural  relations, 
supernatural  relations  between  God  and  him,  and  con 
sequently  the  means  or  religion  required  to  lead  him  to 
his  supernatural  end,  must  be  supernatural.  Hence  he 
who  maintains  that  the  natural  religion  is  sufficient  for 
man  to  attain  the  end  of  his  creation,  denies,  contrary 
to  what  has  been  proved,  that  the  end  of  man  is  in  the 
supernatural  order,  and  also  denies  the  moral  necessity 
of  supernatural  revelation.  Nevertheless  the  Indiffer- 
entist  cannot  hold  his  ground  by  a  mere  denial;  he  must 
refute  the  argument  given  in  the  chapter  on  the  neces 
sity  of  supernatural  revelation,  before  his  denial  can  be 
of  any  avail.  Until  he  has  done  so  he  must  confine 
himself  to  those  who  believe  that  the  end  of  man  is  in 
the  supernatural  order  and  in  the  necessity  of  super 
natural  revelation,  and  consequently  maintain  that, 
bes  des  the  natural  relations,  there  are  supernatural 
relations  between  God  and  man,  that  there  must  there 
fore  be  supernatural  religion.  But  there  are  many 
religious' denominations  who  believe  or  profess  to 
believe  in  supernatural  revelation,  and  consequently  in 
a  supernatural  religion.  But  the  Universalist  holds 
that  there  is  no  place  of  eternal  punishment;  the  Meth 
odist  maintains  that  there  is  a  place  of  everlasting  pun 
ishment;  the  Lutheran  teaches  that  infant  baptism  is 
necessary  for  salvation;  the  Baptist  denies  this  and 
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teaches  that  only  adults  should  be  baptized  by  immer 
sion;  the  Quaker,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  believe  in 
the  necessity  of  baptism  at  all.  The  Arian  and  Unita 
rian  maintain  that  Christ  is  not  God,  while  on  the  other 
hand,  the  Episcopalian  teaches  the  Divinity  of  Christ, 
etc.,  etc.  It  would  be  an  endless  task  to  enumerate 
all  the  contradictory  and  contrary  doctrines  which  the 
different  religious  denominations  profess  to  find  in  the 
Bible.  But  if,  according  to  the  Indifferentist,  all 
religions  are  good  and  acceptable  to  God,  then  God 
would  approve  of  all  the  contradictory  and  contrary 
doctrines  which  the  different  religious  denominations 
teach;  He  would,  therefore  contradict  Himself;  that 
would  destroy  His  existence;  there  can  therefore  be 
only  one  true  religion. 


CHAPTER    THIRTY- SECOND. 

THE  SUPREME  AUTHORITY  OF  THE  CHURCH 

—ST.    PETER  AND  HIS  SUCCESSORS 

IN   THE  ROMAN  CHURCH. 

WE  have  seen  from  the  nature  of  the  church  that 
she  must  have  some  visible  and  supreme  author 
ity,  and  also  that  unity  is  one  of  her  essential  elements. 
We  will  now  view  or  examine  her  supreme  authority  in 
the  light  of  history,  and  see  who  was  first  invested  with 
it,  and  what  place  he  selected  for  his  residence.  St. 
Peter,  the  Apostle  of  Christ,  after  he  had  founded  the 
church  of  Antioch,  and  had  governed  it  for  about  seven 
years,  directed  his  steps  toward  Rome,  and  fixed  his 
See  there.  This  fact  is  confirmed  by  Eusebius,  wh  o 
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says  in  his  chronicles:  "Peter,  the  Apostle,  by  birth  a 
Gallileean,  and  the  first  Pontiff  of  the  Christians,  after 
he  had  founded  the  church  at  Antioch,  went  to  Rome 
where  he  preached  the  Gospel,  and  was  twenty-five 
years  bishop  of  that  city."  St.  Jerome  says:  (i) 
"Simon  Peter,  after  he  had  held  the  episcopate  of  the 
church  at  Antioch,  and  after  he  had  preached  to  the 
circumcised  who  had  been  dispersed  and  who 
believed"  (the  Jews  converted  to  Christianity)  "in 
Pontus,  Galatia,  Cappadocia,  Asia,  and  Bethynia,  came 
to  Rome  in  the  second  year  of  Claudius,  to  oppose 
Simon  Magus;  and  there  he  held  the  sarcerdotal  chair 

even  to  the  last  year  of  Nero in  which  year  he  was 

crowned  with  martyrdom."  But  the  adversary  says 
that  it  is  contrary  to  the  Sacred  Scriptures  to  maintain 
that  St.  Peter  was  ever  at  Rome;  and  he  alleges  as  evi 
dence  that  St.  Paul  in  his  epistles  to  the  Romans,  chap 
ter  sixteenth,  requests  many  persons  be  greeted  in  his 
name,  but  makes  no  mention  of  St.  Peter;  and  though 
many  brethren  came  to  meet  St.  Paul,  but  St.  Peter 
was  not  among  them  (Acts  of  the  Apostles).  Again,  he 
says  that  the  Jews  demanded  of  St.  Paul  to  express 
his  sentiments  with  regard  to  Christianity;  therefore,  he 
concludes,  they  never  heard  Peter  preaching  in  Rome. 
He  says,  moreover,  that  St.  Paul  in  his  epistle  to  the 
Gallatians,  refers  to  several  conversations  he  had  with 
Peter  at  Jerusalem  and  at  Antioch,  but  makes  no  men 
tion  that  he  ever  saw  him  at  Rome.  Finally,  he  says 
that  St.  Luke  wrote  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  yet 
nowhere  mentions  that  St.  Peter  went  to  Rome. 

All    the    arguments    advanced    by  the    adversary  are 
negative;  but  negative   arguments   have   no   weight  and 


(i)  Hier  in  Cata  scrip.  Eccl.  in  Petro. 
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are  of  no  consequence,  when  we  have  positive  argu 
ments  showing  the  contrary.  If,  as  a  general  rule, 
negative  arguments  were  of  any  avail,  it  could  be  shown 
that  Christ  was  never  circumcised,  for  St.  Matthew 
makes  no  mention  of  His  circumcision,  that  he  was  not 
presented  in  the  temple,  because  St.  Mark  is  silent  about 
this,  and  that  no  star  ever  appeared  to  the  wise  men,  for 
St.  Luke  says  nothing  concerning  such  an  apparition; 
merely  negative  arguments  would  therefore  destroy  the 
principal  mysteries  or  truths  of  Christianity. 

The  reason  why  St.  Paul,  in  his  Epistle  to  the 
Romans,  did  not  request  St.  Peter  to  be  greeted  was, 
because  St.  Peter  had  then  been  exiled  from  Rome  by 
the  decree  of  Claudius.  He  afterwards  went  to  Jerusa 
lem,  and  was  present  at  the  council  held  there  by  the 
Apostles,  concerning  the  legal  or  Mosaic  observance;  or 
rather  he  presided  over  it  as  can  be  collected  from  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles.  Though  he  returned  from  Jerusa 
lem  to  Rome;  but  it  is  natural  to  suppose  that  he  delayed 
his  return  for  some  time;  at  least  we  have  no  evidence 
to  show  that  he  returned  to  Rome  immediately  after  the 
council.  St.  Paul,  moreover,  in  his  Epistle  to  the 
Ephesians,  did  not  salute  Timothy  who  was  bishop  of 
the  Ephesians,  nor  did  he  greet  St.  James  in  his  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews,  yet  he  was  their  bishop.  The  Jews  at 
Rome  did  not  request  St.  Paul  to  teach  them  the 
Christian  faith,  for  he  says  in  the  very  first  chapter  of 
his  Epistle  to  the  Romans:  ' 'First  I  give  thanks  to  my 
God  through  Jesus  Christ  for  you  all,  because  your  faith 
is  spoken  of  in  the  whole  world."  The  Jews  at  Rome 
besides  knew  that  St.  Paul  was  most  learned  in  the  law; 
they  therefore  wished  to  hear  from  him  how  he  would 
reconcile  the  Christian  religion  with  the  Mosaic  law. 
Moreover,  St.  Paul  could  not  say  in  his  Epistle  to  the 
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Galatians,  that  he  saw  St.  Peter  at  Rome,  for  he  had 
not  yet  arrived  there.  Besides,  his  Epistle  to  the 
Galatians  had  been  written  before  he  wrote  his  Epistle 
to  the  Romans,  as  St.  Chrysostom  shows  in  his  preface 
of  the  Epistle  to  the  Romans.  Finally,  the  principal 
object  St.  Luke  had  in  view  in  writing  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  was  to  give  a  narrative  of  the  acts  of  St.  Paul; 
and  hence,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  surprise  that  he  did  not 
mention  St.  Peter's  journey  to  Rome.  He,  moreover, 
omits  to  relate  many  things  concerning  St.  Paul  him 
self.  Thus  he  makes  no  mention  of  St.  Paul's  journey 
to  Jerusalem  to  see  St.  Peter;  and  also  mentions  not  the 
intercourse  the  two  Apostles  had  at  Antioch;  nor  does 
he  say  anything  of  St.  Paul's  journey  to  Galatia  and  to 
other  places. 

The  adversary  again  objects,  and  brings  forward  the 
thirteenth  verse  of  St.  Peter's  first  Epistle  to  prove  that 
he  wrote  that  Epistle  from  Babylon.  The  following  is 
the  verse:  "The  church,  which  is  in  Babylon,  elected 
together  saluteth  you;  and  so  does  my  son  Mark. "  Beza, 
Veritus,  Sadulius,  Velenus  and  many  others,  to  defend 
their  false  doctrine,  namely,  that  St.  Peter  never  was  in 
Rome,  and  that  the  Roman  Pontiffs  are  not  the  suc 
cessors  of  St.  Peter,  assure  us  that  St.  Peter  wrote  his 
first  Epistle  in  Babylon. 

Babylon  on  the  Euphrates,  the  capital  of  the 
Babylonian  Empire,  was  in  ruins  at  the  time  of  Christ 
and  the  Apostles.  In  relation  to  this  city  Fredet  says 
in  his  ancient  history:  (i)  "This  astonishing  prediction 
was  literally,  though  gradually  fulfilled.  Babylon,  much 
neglected  by  its  new  sovereigns,  who  preferred  other 
cities  for  their  residence,  became,  after  the  lapse  of 

(i)  Page  1 19. 
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ages,  entirely  deserted.  Its  walls,  houses  and  public 
buildings  falling  to  decay,  whilst  no  one  took  care  to 
repair  them,  were  by  degrees  reduced  to  a  heap  of 
ruins,  and  finally  changed  into  a  wild  solitude,  the 
receptacle  of  noxious  beasts,  owls  and  reptiles.  So  it 
has  continued  to  the  present  day.  Rubbish  and  nitre 
cover  the  spot  formerly  occupied  by  its  amazing  towers 
and  palaces:  the  ground,  everywhere  intersected  with 
marshes,  barren  and  dreary,  presents  nothing  to  the  eye 
of  the  traveler  but  scenes  of  death  and  desolation.  The 
just  chastisement  of  God  visited  this  impious  and  proud 
city,  and  it  disappeared  from  the  earth.  Moreover, 
both  Pliny  and  Strabo  bear  evidence  (i)  as  to  the 
destruction  of  Babylon  on  the  Euphrates.  St.  Peter 
was  therefore  not  bishop  of  Babylon  on  the  Euphrates, 
for  the  simple  reason  that  it  no  longer  existed:  nor  was 
he  bishop  of  Babylon  in  Egypt,  for  according  to  Strabo 
(2)  Babylon  in  Egypt  was  an  obscure  place,  a  castle  or 
fortress,  "Castellum."'  St.  Peter,  therefore,  wrote  his 
Epistle,  under  the  assumed  name  of  Babylon,  from 
Rome.  Finally  St.  Johr^  says  in  his  Apocalypse  (3}  that 
Babylon  was  built  on  seven  mountains  or  hills.  This 
Babylon  can,  then,  neither  be  that  of  Assyria  nor  that 
of  Egypt,  lor  neither  of  them  was  built  on  seven  hills 
or  mountains;  but  Rome  is  the  only  city  that  has  been 
built  on  seven  mountains  or  hills;  St.  John,  therefore, 
designates  Rome  under  the  name  of  Babylon,  because 
pagan  Rome  was  then  the  sink  of  every  abomination, 
just  as  ancient  Assyrian  Babylon  had  been.  As  Babylon 
of  old  had  persecuted  the  Jews,  so  Rome,  in  the  time  of 
Apostles,  persecuted  the  Christians;  hence  she  was 


(i)  Liber  17.     (2)  Liber  17.     (3)  Chap.  17,  v.  9. 
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properly  designated  Babylon  on  account  of  her  vices  and 
cruelties. 

St.  Clement  of  Rome  was  a  contemporary  with  the 
Apostles;  he  is  mentioned  by  St.  Paul,  and  was  ordained 
by  St.  Peter  at  Rome,  as  Tertullian  testifies  in  the 
thirty-second  chapter  of  his  book  of  prescriptions.  St. 
Clement  says  (i)  that  St.  Peter  and  St.  Paul  suffered 
martyrdom  under  his  own  eyes. 

St.  Ignatius,  bishop  of  Antioch,  when  led  to  martry- 
dom  about  the  year  107,  wrote  to  the  Romans,  and 
begged  them  not  to  prevent  his  martyrdom  by  their 
prayers;  he  says:  (2)  "I  do  not  command  you  as  Peter 
and  Paul:  they  were  Apostles,  I  am  a  condemned  man," 
This  shows  that  the  Romans  had  been  instructed  by 
both  Peter  and  Paul.  Tertullian  says:  (3)  "But  if 
thou  art  near  Italy,  thou  hast  Rome,  where  we  also 
have  an  authority  close  at  hand.  What  a  happy  church 
is  that!  on  which  the  Apostles  pour  out  all  their  doc 
trine  with  their  blood;  where  Peter  had  a  like  passion 
with  the  Lord;  where  Paul  has  for  his  crown  the  same 
death  as  John." — the  Baptist. 

Let  us  hear  Eusebius  on  the  subject:  (4)  "The 
Divine  Word  having  been  established  among  the 
Romans,  the  power  of  Simon  (Magus)  was  soon  exting 
uished  and  destroyed  together  with  the  man.  So 
greatly,  however,  did  the  splendor  of  piety  enlighten 
the  minds  of  Peter's  hearers,  that  it  was  not  sufficient 
to  hear  but  once,  nor  receive  the  unwritten  doctrines  of 
the  Gospel  of  God,  but  they  persevered  in  every  variety 
of  entreaties  to  solicit  Mark,  as  the  companion  of  Peter, 
and  whose  Gospel  we  have,  that  he  should  leave  them  a 


(i)  Epis.  ad  Corinth.  Nos.  5-6.      (2)  Epis.  ad  Rom.      (3)  Lib.  de 
prcescrip.  cap  36.     (4)  Ecc.  his.  book  2,  chap.  15. 
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monument  of  the  doctrines  thus  orally  communicated, 
in  writing. .  .  .But  Peter  makes  mention  of  Mark  in  his 
first  Epistle,  which  he  is  also  said  to  have  composed  at 
the  same  city  of  Rome,  and  that  he  shows  this  fact  by 
calling  the  city  by  an  unusual  trope,  Babylon,  (i)  'Thus 
the  church  at  Babylon,  elected  together  with  you, 
salutes  you,  as  also  my  son  Mark.'  '  Eusebius  says  in 
another  place:  (2)  "This  fact  is  recorded  by  the 
Roman  Tertullian  in  language  like  the  following: 
Examine  your  records.  There  you  will  find  that  Nero 
was  the  first  that  persecuted  this  doctrine,  particular!)* 
then  when,  after  subduing  all  the  East,  he  exercised  his 
cruelty  against  all  at  Rome.  Such  is  the  man  of  whom 
we  boast,  as  the  leader  in  our  punishment.  For  he  that 
knows  who  he  was,  may  know  also  that  there  could 
scarcely  be  anything  but  what  was  great  and  good  was 
condemned  by  Nero.  Thus  Nero  publicly  announcing 
himself  as  the  chief  enemy  of  God,  was  led  on  in  his 
fury  to  slaughter  the  Apostles.  Paul  is,  therefore,  said 
to  have  been  beheaded  at  Rome  and  Peter  to  have  been 
crucified  under  him.  And  this  account  is  confirmed  by 
the  fact,  that  the  names  of  Peter  and  Paul  still  remain 
in  the  cemeteries  of  that  city  even  to  this  day.  But 
likewise,  a  certain  ecclesiastical  writer,  Caius  by  name, 
who  was  born  about  the  time  of  Zephyrimes,  bishop  of 
Rome,  disputing  with  Proclus,  the  leader  of  the  Phry 
gian  sect,  gives  the  following  statement  respecting  the 
places  where  the  earthly  tabernacles  of  the  aforesaid 
Apostles  are  laid.  'But  I  can  show,'  says  he,  'the 
trophies  of  the  Apostles.  For  if  you  go  to  the  Vatican, 
or  to  the  Ostian  Road,  you  will  find  the  trophies  of 
those  who  have  laid  the  foundation  of  this  church.  And 


(i)   i  Peter,  5,  13.     (2)  Book  2,  chap.  25, 
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that  both  suffered  martyrdom  about  the  same  time, 
Dionysius,  bishop  of  Corinth,  bears  the  following  testi^ 
mony:  'Thus  likewise  you,  by  means  of  this  admon 
ition,  have  mingled  the  flourishing  seed  that  has  been 
planted  by  Peter  and  Paul  at  Rome  and  Corinth.  For 
both  these  having  planted  us  at  Corinth,  likewise 
instructed  us;  and  having  in  like  manner  taught  in  Italy, 
they  suffered  martyrdom  about  the  same  time.'  This 
testimony  I  have  superadded,  in  order  that  the  truth  of 
the  history  might  still  be  more  confirmed." 

Calvin,  with  every  disposition  to  deny  the  fact  that 
St.  Peter  was  in  Rome,  blushed  to  oppose  the  testi 
mony  of  all  the  ancients,  (i ).  Cave  says:  (2)  "We 
intrepidly  affirm  with  all  antiquity,  that  Peter  was  at 
Rome  and  for  some  time  resided  there."  He  adds: 
"All,  both  ancient  and  modern,  will,  I  think,  agree  with 
me  that  Peter  may  be  called  bishop  of  Rome  in  a  less 
strict  sense,  in  as  much  as  he  laid  the  foundation  of  this 
church,  and  rendered  it  illustrious  by  his  martyrdom." 
Peter  was  not  only  bishop  of  Rome  in  a  "less  strict 
sense,"  but  in  every  sense.  Doctor  Schaff  says:  (3)"It 
is  the  universal  testimony  of  tradition  that  Peter  labored 
in  Rome,  and  there  suffered  martyrdom  under  Nero." 

St.  Irasneus  says:  (4)  "But  it  would  be  a  very  long 
task  to  enumerate  in  such  a  volume  as  this,  the  suc 
cession  of  all  the  churches.  Pointing  out  that  tradition 
which  the  greatest  and  most  ancient,  and  universally 
known  church  founded  and  constituted  at  Rome  by  the 
two  most  glorious  Apostles,  Peter  and  Paul,  derives 
from  the  Apostles,  and  that  faith  announced  to  all  men, 
which  through  the  succession  of  (her)  bishops  has  come 


(i)  Inst.  liber  6.       (2)  Saec  Apos.  S.  Petrus.       (3)  His,  Apos.  ch. 
pa.  362.     (4)  Adver.  hxr.  L,  3,  C.  3. 
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down  to  us,  we  confound  all  those  who,  in  any  way, 
whether  through  pleasing  themselves,  or  vain  glory,  or 
blindness  and  perverse  opinion  assemble  otherwise  than 
as  behoves  them.  For  this  church,  on  account  of  a 
more  powerful  principality,  it  is  necessary  that  every 
church,  that  is,  those  who  are  on  every  side  faithful, 
agree,  in  which  (church)  always  by  those,  who  are  on 
every  side,  has  been  preserved  that  tradition  which  is 
from  the  Apostles." 

St.  Paul  was  not  the  original  founder  of  the  church 
of  Rome,  as  is  evident  from  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans, 
in  which  he  expresses  his  earnest  desire  to  see  them, 
which  up  to  that  time  it  was  not  in  his  power;  and  he 
praises  their  faith  as  celebrated  throughout  the  whole 
world.  We  must,  therefore,  conclude  that  St.  Peter 
had  already  preached  the  faith  there,  since  all  antiquity 
recognizes  no  other  founders  of  the  Roman  church  than 
these  two  Apostles.  Though  St.  Iraeneus  tells  us  that 
the  Roman  church  was  founded  by  St.  Peter  and  St. 
Paul;  yet  it  cannot  be  inferred  that  St.  Peter  was  not 
strictly  bishop  of  Rome.  It  is  evident  that  St.  Paul 
was  not  united  with  St.  Peter  in  the  episcopal  office, 
although  he  labored  with  him  in  his  apostolic  character, 
because  the  ancients  never  called  him  bishop  of  Rome; 
but  they  give  that  title  to  St.  Peter  alone.  Moreover, 
according  to  the  discipline  of  the  church  from  the  com 
mencement,  one  bishop  alone  could  be  the  head  of  one 
church  or  diocese. 

But  it  is  said,  that  although  it  may  be  conceded  that 
St.  Peter  was  in  Rome,  and  suffered  martyrdom  there; 
it  does  not  follow  that  Popes  were  his  successors,  pat- 
ticularly  since  we  are  assured  that  there  were  no  Popes 
in  the  earlier  ages  of  Christianity.  By  the  word  Pope 
is  meant  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  and  by  the  Bishop  of 
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Rome  is  meant  not  only  Bishop  of  that  place,  but  also 
Bishop  of  the  entire  Catholic  church. 

We  will  now  proceed  to  show  the  regular  succession 
of  the  Roman  Pontiffs  from  St.  Peter  down  to  our  time. 

Eusebius  says:  (i)  "In  a  work  written  by  a  certain 
one  of  those  authors  against  the  heresy  of  Artemon, 
which  Paul  of  Samosata  again  attempted  to  revive 
among  us,  there  is  a  narrative  well  adapted  to  the  his 
tory  we  are  now  investigating.  The  writer,  not  long 
since,  in  refuting  the  heresy  mentioned,  which  asserts 
that  Christ  is  a  mere  man,  since  its  leaders  wish  to 
broach  it  as  if  it  wrere  the  ancient  doctrine,  besides 
many  other  arguments  that  he  adduces  in  refutation  of 
their  impious  falsehoods,  gives  the  following  account: 
For  they  assert,  says  he,  that  all  those  primitive  men, 
and  the  Apostles  themselves,  both  received  and  taught 
these  things  as  they  are  now  taught  by  them,  and  that 
the  gospel  was  preserved  until  the  time  of  Victor,  who 
was  the  thirteenth  Bishop  of  Rome  from  Peter.  But 
from  his  successor,  Zephyrinus,  the  truth  was  mutilated. 
And  perchance  what  they  say  may  be  credible  were  it 
not  that  the  Holy  Scriptures  contradict  them;  and  then 
also  there  are  the  works  of  certain  brethren  older  than 
Victor's  time  which  they  wrote  in  defense  of  the  truth, 
and  against  the  heresies  then  prevailing.  I  speak  of 
Justus,  and  Miltiades,  and  Tatian,  and  Clement,  and 
many  others,  in  all  which  the  Divinity  of  Christ  is 
asserted." 

From  this  we  see  that  Victor  is  the  thirteenth  suc 
cessor  of  St.  Peter  in  the  Roman  church,  and  that 
Zephyrinus  is  the  successor  of  Victor.  St.  Iraeneus 
came  from  the  east  to  Gaul,  about  the  middle  of  the 


(i)  Ecclesiastical  his.  book  5,  ch.  28. 
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second  century;  and  became  bishop  of  Lyons  in  177; 
he  gives  the  list  of  the  Roman  Pontiffs  in  the  following 
passage:  (i)  "The  blessed  apostles,  (Peter  and  Paul), 
therefore,  having  founded  and  built  up  that  church, 
(Roman)  committed  the  sacred  office  of  the  episcopacy 
to  Linus,  of  whom  Paul  makes  mention  in  his  epistle 
to  Timothy.  But  to  him  succeeded  Anacletus,  and 
after  him  in  the  third  place  from  the  Apostle,  Clement 
obtains  that  episcopate,  'who  had  seen  the  blessed  Apos 
tles  and  conferred  with  them,  and  who  had  yet  before 
his  eyes  the  familiar  preaching  and  tradition  of  the 
Apostles;  and  not  he  alone,  for  there  were  at  that  time 
many  still  alive  who  had  been  instructed  by  the  Apos 
tles But  to  this  Clement  succeeded  Evaristus, 

and  to  Evaristus  Alexander.  Next  to  him,  thus  the 
sixth  from  the  Apostle,  Sixtus  was  appointed;  and  after 
him  Telesphorus,  who  suffered  a  glorious  martyrdom; 
next  Hyginus;  then  Pius;  after  him  was  Anicetus.  To 
Anicetus  succeeded  Soter,  and  to  him  Eleutherius,  who 
now  in  the  twelfth  place,  holds  the  office  of  the  episco 
pate  from  the  Apostles.  By  this  order  and  by  this  suc 
cession,  both  that  tradition  which  is  in  the  church  from 
the  apostles,  and  the  preaching  of  truth  have  come 
down  to  us. 

St.  Optatus,  bishop  of  Milvis,  in  Africa,  lived  in 
the  fourth  century.  In  about  the  year  334,  he  wrote 
against  Parmimian;  he  says:  (2)  -'The  first  among  the 
marks  of  the  church  is  the  chair,  whereon  unless  a 
bishop  sit,  the  second,  which  is  an  angel,  cannot  be 
added;  and  we  have  seen  who  filled  the  chair,  and 
where  he  filled  it.  If  thou  doest  not  know,  learn:  if 
thou  knowest,  blush:  to  thee  ignorance  cannot  be 


(i)  Adv.  haeres.  L.  3,  c.  4.       (i)  De  Schism.  Donat.  L.  2,  n.  2—4. 
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ascribed;  it  follows,  therefore  that  thou  knowest.  To 
err  knowingly  is  a  sin,  for  the  ignorant  are  sometimes 
pardoned.  Thou  canst  not,  then,  deny  but  that  thou 
knowest  that  in  the  city  of  Rome,  on  Peter  first  was  the 
episcopal  chair  conferred,  whereon  might  sit  Peter,  the 
.head  of  all  the  Apostles;  whence  also  he  was  called 
Cephas;  that  on  that  one  chair  unity  might  be  preserved 
by  all;  nor  did  the  other  Apostles  each  contend  for  a 
distinct  chair  for  himself;  and  that  whoso  should  set  up 
another  chair  against  the  single  chair,  would  at  once 
become  a  scismatic  and  a  sinner.  Peter,  therefore, 
filled  that  individual  chair,  which  is  the  first  mark"  (of 
the  church).  He  then  gives  the  catalogue  of  Peter's 
successors  until  he  comes  down  to  his  own  time;  then 
he  says:  "Siricius,  who  is  now  our  colleague,  with 
whom  the  whole  world,  by  the  mutual  exchange  of  cir 
cular  letters,  is  concordant  with  us  in  one  fellowship 
of  communion.  You,  who  wish  to  claim  for  yourselves 
the  holy  church,  tell  us  the  origin  of -your  chair." 

St.  Augustine  became  bishop  of  Hippo,  in  Africa, 
the  year  395.  He  says  in  his  epistle  to  Generous:  (i) 
"If  the  order  of  bishops  succeeding  to  each  other  is  to 
be  considered,  how  much  more  securely  and  really  bene 
ficially  do  we  reckon  from  Peter,  to  whom  bearing  a 
figure  of  the  church,  the  Lord  says:  'Upon  this  rock  I 
will  build  my  church.''  He  then  gives  the  list  of 
Peter's  successors  until  he  comes  to  Anastacius,  who 
became  Pope  in  397.  Eusebius  gives  the  list  of  the 
successors  of  St.  Peter  in  the  See  of  Rome  through  his 
ecclesiastical  history;  the  last  given  by  him  is  Miltiedes, 
who  became  Pope  in  310  and  died  in  314.  The  list  is 
continued  by  histiorians  down  to  our  time.  Consult 
Roorbacher's  "Universal  History  of  the  Church." 

(i)  Col.  130. 
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We  have  already  seen  from  the  preceding  evidence 
that  the  Roman  Bishop  is  the  Bishop  of  the  bishops. 
Besides  many  more  witnesses  could  be  adduced  to  bear 
evidence  to  this  fact;  but  the  strongest  proof  that  the 
supreme  authority  is  vested  in  the  Roman  Pontiff  is  the 
exercise  of  his  jurisdiction  over  the  whole  church  in 
every  age. 

The  following  is  the  language  of  Mr.  Allies  while 
still  an  Anglican:  "Precedency  or  prerogative  of 
Rome,  to  whatever  extent  it  reached,  was  certainly  not 
either  claimed  or  granted  merely,  because  Rome  was  the 
imperial  city.  It  was  explicitly  claimed  by  the  Bishop 
of  Rome,  and  freely  conceded  by  others  to  him,  as  in  a 
special  sense,  successor  to  St.  Peter.  From  the  very 
first,  the  Roman  Pontiff  seemed  possessed  himself,  as 
from  a  living  tradition,  which  had  throughout  penetrated 
in  the  local  Roman  church,  with  a  consciousness  of 
some  peculiar  influence  he  was  to  exercise  over  the 
whole  church.  This  consciousness  does  not  show  itself 
here  and  there  in  the  line  of  Roman  Pontiffs,  but  one 
and  all  seemed  to  have  imbibed  it  from  the  atmosphere 
which  they  breathed.  That  they  were  the  successors  of 
St.  Peter,  who  himself  sat  and  ruled,  and  spoke  in  per 
son,  was  strongly  felt  and  constantly  declared  by  those 
Pontiffs  who  preceded  the  time  of  Constantine  as  by 
those  who  followed.  The  feeling  of  their  brother  bishops, 
concerning  them,  may  have  been  less  definite,  as  was 
natural;  but  even  those,  who  most  approved  any  arbi 
trary  stretch  of  authority  on  their  part,  as  St.  Cyprian, 
fully  admitted  that  they  sat  in  the  seat  of  St.  Peter,  and 
ordinarily  treated  them  with  the  greatest  difference. 
This  is  written  so  very  legibly  upon  the  records  of 
antiquity,  that  I  am  persuaded  any  one,  who  is  even 
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very  slightly  acquainted  with  them,  cannot  with  sincerity 
dispute."   (i) 


CHAPTER    THIRTY-THIRD. 

THE    PRIMACY  OF  ST.   PETER  AND  HIS 
SUCCESSORS. 

WE  have  seen,  in  the  preceding  chapter,  that 
Eusebius  calls  St.  Peter  the  first  Bishop  of  the 
Christians,  that  is  the  highest  Bishop  or  Supreme 
Pontiff.  We  have  also  seen  that  St.  Optatus  calls  St. 
Peter  the  head  of  all  the  Apostles;  and  that  St.  Augus 
tine  considers  him  as  bearing  a  figure  of  the  church;  and 
the  reasons  he  assigns  are  the  words  of  Christ:  "Thou 
art  Peter  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church." 
Hence,  from  the  above  evidence  we  can  easily  collect 
that  it  was  the  belief  of  early  Christianity  that  St.  Peter 
was  the  head  or  Supreme  authority  of  the  church.  But 
as  persons  are  found  who  do  not  admit  the  primacy  of 
St.  Peter,  it  is  of  great  importance  to  give  still  more 
evidence  to  prove  his  primacy  or  headship,  and  that  of 
his  successors  in  the  Roman  church.  The  writers  of 
early  Christianity  did  not  write  anything  with  the 
express  purpose  to  prove  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter  and 
his  jurisdiction  over  the  universal  church  for  the  simple 
reason  that  no  one  denied  his  headship  over  the  whole 
church;  hence,  their  main  object,  in  what  they  said  in 
relation  to  his  primacy,  was  to  show  in  what  manner 
they  understood  the  promises  made  by  Christ  to  him. 
Tertulian  refuting  the  absurd  pretentions  of  the 


(i)  The  church  of  England  cleared,  etc. 
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Gnostics,  who  claimed  to  have  knowledge  superior  to 
that  of  the  Apostles,  asks:  '-Was  anything  concealed 
from  Peter,  who  was  styled  the  rock  on  which  the 
church  was  to  be  built,  who  received  the  keys  of  the 
kingdom  of  heaven,  and  the  power  of  loosing  and  bind 
ing  in  heaven  and  on  earth?"  (i). 

According  to  this  passage  Tertullian  judged  that  St. 
Peter  was  constituted  the  fundamental  rock  and  ruler  of 
the  church,  and  that  he  must  have  been  endowed  with 
the  most  comprehensive  knowledge  of  Divine  things. 
St.  Cyprian,  cautioning  the  faithful  against  the  false 
indulgence  of  Schismatic  priests,  who  hastily  proffered 
communion  to  apostates,  contrary  to  the  enactments 
made  by  the  African  bishops,  says:  (2)  "There  is  one 
God,  and  one  Christ,  and  one  church,  and  one  chair 
founded  by  the  Lord  upon  Peter.  That  any  other  altar  can 
be  erected,  or  a  new  priesthood  established,  besides  that 
one  altar  and  one  priesthood,  is  impossible.  Whoso 
ever  gathers  elsewhere  scatters.  Whatever  is  devised 
by  human  frenzy  in  violation  of  the  Divine  ordinance,  is 
adulterous,  impious,  sacrilegious."  St.  Cyril  became 
bishop  of  Jerusalem  in  the  year  340;  and  is  noted  for  his 
extensive  knowledge  in  ecclesiastical  affairs.  In  his 
discourses  to  the  catechumans  and  neophytes  are  found 
many  passages  in  relation  to  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter. 
I  will  select  one  passage  of  that  illustrious  man:  (3) -'All 
of  them,"  he  says,  "remaining  silent,  for  the  doctrine 
was  beyond  the  reach  of  man,  Peter  tJic  prince  of  the 
Apostles  and  the  supreme  herald  of  tJie  cJutreh.  not  follow 
ing  his  own  inventions,  nor  persuaded  by  human  reason 
ing  but  enlightened  in  his  mind  by  the  Father,  says  to 
Him,  -Thou  art  Christ,  and  not  simply  this,  but  the  Son 


(i)  De  praescr.  cap  22.     (2)  Acjplebem  ep.  XIII.     (3)  Cat.  XI. 
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of  the  living  God.''  St.  Epiphanius  was  born  in  the 
year  310  in  Palestine,  and  was  afterward  promoted  to 
the  episcopal  See  of  Salamis.  Like  St.  Cyril  of  Jerusa 
lem,  he  was  remarkable  for  his  profound  ecclesiastical 
knowledge;  and  was  a  strenuous  defender  of  the  truths 
of  Christianity;  hence  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter  did  not 
escape  his  notice;  in  relation  to  it  he  says:  "The  Lord 
and  His  church  receive  the  penitent;  even  as  Manasses, 
the  son  of  Ezechias,  was  converted  and  received  by  the 
Lord.  And  the  blessed  Peter,  who  for  a  while  denied 
the  Lord,  Peter,  who  was  the  chief  of  tlie  Apostles, 
became  unto  us  truly  a  firm  rock  wrhich'is  based  on  the 
Lord's  faith,  upon  which  (rock)  the  church  is  in  every 
way  built:  first,  in  that  he  confessed  that  Christ  was  the 
Son  of  the  living  God,  and  heard  that  upon  this  rock  of 

firm  faith  I  will  build   my  church Further  he  also 

became  a  firm  rock  of  the  building  and  foundation  of 
the  house  of  God,  in  that  having  denied  Christ,  and 
being  again  converted,  being  both  found  of  the  Lord, 
and  found  worthy  to  hear,  'Feed  my  sheep  and  feed  my 
lambs.'  "  (i).  St.  Ambrose,  bishop  of  Milan,  who  also 
lived  in  the  fourth  century,  says:  (2)  "It  is  the  same 
Peter  to  whom  he  said:  <-T)io2i  art  Peter,  and -upon  this 
rock  I  will  build  my  church. '  Therefore,  where  Peter  is 
there  is  the  church;  where  the  church  is,  there  death  is 
not,  but  eternal  life."  He  says  again:  (3)  "In  fine, 
Peter,  after  having  been  tempted  by  the  devil,  is  set 
over  the  church.  The  Lord,  therefore,  foreshowed 
what  that  was.  that  he  afterwards  chose  him  as  the 
pastor  of  the  Lord's  flock.  For  to  him,  he  said:  'But 
thou,  when  converted,  confirm  thv  brethren.'  There- 


(i)  Advers.    ha?res.    59.       (2)  T.  i   in   Ps.  xiv.  30.       (3)  Ib  in.  Ps. 
xliii  No.  40. 
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fore  did  Christ  commit  to  Peter  to  feed  His  flock,  and  to 
do  the  will  of  the  Lord,  because  He  knew  his  love." 
Finally,  St.  Augustine,  the  illustrious  bishop  of  Heppo, 
says  in  regard  to  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter:  (i)  «Of  this, 
Peter  the  Apostle,  on  account  of  the  primacy  of  his 
apostleship,  bore  a  character,  which  represents  the 
whole  church.  For  as  to  what  personally  regards  him, 
he  was  by  nature  but  one  man,  but  by  grace  one 
Christian,  by  more  abundant  grace,  one  and  the  first 
Apostle;  but  when  it  was  said  of  him:  'I  will  give  to 
thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  and  whatsoever 
thou  shalt  bind  etc.,  he  signified  the  whole  church,  which 
in  this  world,  is,  as  it  were,  agitated  by  divers  trials, 
rains,  rivers  and  tempests,  but  falls  not,  because  it  was 
built  upon  a  rock,  whence  Peter  derives  his  name.  For 
rock  (petra)  is  not  derived  from  Peter  (Petro),  but 
Peter  from  rock,  as  Christ  is  not  derived  from  Christian, 
but  Christian  from  Christ.  For  therefore  does  the 
Lord  say:  'Upon  this  rock,  I  will  build  my  church' 
because  Peter  had  said,  '  Thou  art  Christ  the  Son  of  the 
living  God. '  ' 

Early  Christianity  maintained  and  taught  that  Christ 
not  only  conferred  the  primacy  and  jurisdiction  over  the 
whole  church  on  St.  Peter,  but  that  after  the  death  of 
the  Prince  of  the  Apostles,  the  same  prerogative 
devolved  on  his  successors  in  the  See  of  Rome.  The 
reason  is  obvious;  for  the  church  is  a  society  of  men, 
and  must  therefore  be  one,  and  consequently  must  have 
supreme  authority,  as  we  have  proved  elsewhere;  and  as 
the  Roman  Bishops,  or  the  Supreme  Pontiffs  of  the 
church,  are  the  successors  of  St.  Peter,  they  must  have 
inherited  the  primacy  and  jurisdiction  over  the  universal 


(i)  T  iii  Tract.   C.   XXXIV  in  John  No.  5. 
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church.  But  it  may  be  alleged  that  as  St.  Peter  founded 
the  church  of  Antioch,  the  bishops  of  that  church  are 
his  successors.  To  which  we  reply,  that  the  primacy 
and  jurisdiction  of  St.  Peter  was  not  local,  but  personal 
and  universal;  and  hence  when  St.  Peter  left  Antioch 
and  established  his  See  in  Rome,  he  exercised  his  juris 
diction  over  the  whole  church.  Besides,  by  the  fact  of 
his  leaving  Antioch  and  another  bishop  being  appointed, 
the  church  of  Antioch  became  subordinate  to  the  See  of 
Rome,  or  to  the  church  of  Peter;  and  in  this  light  early 
Christianity  viewed  this  subject.  We  will  now  briefly 
consider  what  early  Christianity  taught  with  regard  to 
the  primacy  and  universal  jurisdiction  of  the  Roman 
Pontiffs,  the  successors  of  St.  Peter.  St.  Ignatius, 
bishop  of  Antioch  and  a  disciple  of  St.  John  the  Apostle, 
has  written  epistles  to  the  Ephesians,  Magnesians, 
Trallians,  Romans,  Philadelphians,  Smyrnians  and  to 
Polycarp.  In  these  epistles  he  gives  no  special  ecom- 
iums,  or  any  special  prerogative  to  any  of  these 
churches,  except  to  the  Roman  church,  concerning 
which  he  says:  (i)  "Ignatius,  also  called  Christoferus, 
to  the  church  that  has  obtained  mercy  through  the  mag 
nificence  of  the  most  high  Father,  and  of  Jesus  Christ, 
His  only  begotten  Son;  the  church  beloved  and  enlight 
ened  through  H^s  will,  Who  wills  all  things  that  are 
according  to  the  charity  of  Jesus  Christ  our  God;  which 
presides  in  the  place  of  the  Roman  region,  being  worthy 
of  God,  most  comely,  deservedly  blessed,  most  cele 
brated,  properly  organized,  most  chaste,  and  presiding 
in  charity,  having  the  law  of  Christ,  bearing  the  name  of 
the  Father." 

This  language   clearly  indicates  the  pre-eminence  of 
(i)  Ep.  ad  Rom.  Pnern. 
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the  Roman  church.  We  have  already  seen  that  St. 
Irenaeus,  who  lived  in  the  second  century,  says  (i)  that 
with  the  Roman  church,  on  account  of  her  more  power 
ful  principality,  it  is  necessary  that  every  church,  that 
is  the  faithful  who  are  on  every  side,  should  agree,  in 
which  the  apostolic  tradition  has  always  been  preserved 
by  those  who  are  on  all  sides.  The  reason  St.  Iraeneus 
assigns  why  the  Roman  church  has  a  more  powerful 
principality,  or  superior  authority,  is  because  she  was 
founded  by  the  two  most  glorious  Apostles,  Peter  and 
Paul;  and  in  that  church  has  always  been  preserved  the 
tradition  which  is  from  the  Apostles.  Hence,  it  is 
necessary  that  every  church,  that  is  the  faithful  on  every 
side,  should  agree  with  the  Roman  church,  not  only  on 
account  of  the  tradition  which  is  from  the  Apostles,  but 
particularly  on  account  of  the  more  powerful  princi 
pality,  or  superior  authority,  the  guardian  of  the 
apostolic  tradition. 

It  is  evident,  then,  that  the  primacy  and  jurisdiction 
over  the  whole  church,  according  to  St.  Iraeneus,  reside 
in  the  Roman  church,  or  the  Roman  Pontiff  is  endowed 
with  the  primacy  and  has  jurisdiction  over  the  universal 
church.  That  such  was  the  meaning  of  Iraeneus  can  be 
further  seen  from  a  fragment  of  his  epistle  given  by 
Eusebius,  (2)  in  which  he  entreats  Pope  Victor,  when 
about  to  excommunicate  some  of  the  churches  of  Asia 
Minor,  not  to  cut  off  whole  churches  from  the  church 
of  God.  Here  we  see  that  the  "more  powerful  princi 
pality"  means  that  Victor  had,  and  consequently  the 
Roman  Pontiffs  have  not  only  the  primacy  of  honor,  but 
also  of  jurisdiction  over  the  universal  church. 


(i)  Iren.  L.  3.  adver.  haer  c  3.     (2)  Eusebius  His.  of  church, 
5  ch.  24. 
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In  relation  to  the  above  passage  of  St.  Iraeneus,  the 
learned  protestant  Doctor  Nevin  says:  (i)  "It  cannot 
be  disguised  that  the  episcopate  is  viewed  by  him 
(Iraeneus)  as  a  general  corporation,  having  its  centre  of 
unity  in  the  church  of  Rome.  Against  the  novelties  of 
heretics,  he  appeals  to  the  clear  succession  of  the  Cath 
olic  Sees  generally  from  the  time  of  the  Apostles;  but 
then  sums  up  all  by  singling  out  the  Roman  church 
founded  by  the  most  glorious  Apostles  Peter  and  Paul, 
and  having  a  certain  principality  of  the  church  at  large, 
as  furnished  in  its  line  of  Bishops  a  sure  tradition  of  the 
faith  held  by  the  universal  body  from  the  beginning." 
This  is  strong  language  and,  at  least,  a  virtual  acknowl 
edgement  of  the  primacy  by  one  who  is  not  in  commun 
ion  with  the  Catholic  church. 

St.  Cyprian  lived  in  the  third  century.  In  a  letter 
to  Cornelius  Bishop  of  Rome,  he  details  the  irregular 
proceedings  of  the  schismatics  who  had  ordained  Fortu- 
natus  bishop,  and  subsequently  sent  Felecissimus  to 
Rome  to  deceive  the  Pope  by  false  statements  concern 
ing  his  ordination:  (2)  "A  false  bishop,"  he  says, 
"having  been  ordained  for  them  by  the  heretics,  they 
venture  to  set  sail  and  carry  letters  from  Schismatical 
and  profane  men  to  the  chair  of  Peter,  and  to  the  principal 
church,  whence  sacredotal  unity  arose;  nor  do  they  reflect 
that  they  are  Romans,  whose  faith  is  extolled  by  the 
Apostle,  to  whom  perfidy  can  have  no  access." 

Archbishop  Kendrick  says  in  his  Primacy  of  the 
apostolic  See:  "Augustin,  speaking  of  Cecillian,  the 
successor  of  Cyprian  in  the  See  of  Carthage,  pays  a  sub 
lime  tribute  to  the  Roman  church,  as  possessing  at  all 
times,  the  apostolic  power  in  all  its  fullness.  Of  the 

(i)  Art.  Early  Christianity.      (2)  Epis.  ad  Cornel.  LIX. 
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bishop  of  Carthage  he  remarks,  that  'he  might  well  dis 
regard  the  combined  multitude  of  his  enemies,  while  he 
saw  himself  united  by  letters  of  communion  with  the 
Roman  church,  in  which  the  princedom  of  the  apostolic  chair 
always  flourished,  and  with  other  countries,  from  which  the 
Gospel  came  to  Africa,  where  he  was  ready  also  to  plead 
his  cause,  if  his  adversaries  should  endeavor  to  estrange 
these  churches  from  him.'  There  is  no  possibility  of 
mistaking  the  force  of  this  testimony.  The  dignity  of 
the  Roman  church  is  ascribed  to  its  apostolic' origin. 
To  its  authority  and  unquestionable  integrity  Augustin 
appeals,  even  on  the  supposition  that  the  allegations  of 
the  Donatists  against  the  African  bishops  and  other 
bishops  in  communion  with  them  were  true:  'If  all 
throughout  the  world  were  such  as  you  most  wantingly 
assert,  what  has  been  done  to  you  by  the  chair  of  the 
Roman  church,  in  which  Peter  sat,  and  on  which  Anas- 
tasius  sits  at  this  day.' ' 

Besides  the  testimony  of  individual  writers,  who 
record  the  fact  of  the  primacy  of  the  Roman  Pontiffs, 
and  their  jurisdiction  over  the  whole  church,  the  coun 
cils,  particularly  the  general  ones,  afford  still  stronger 
testimony.  The  Roman  Bishops,  or  Popes,  presided 
over  all  the  general  councils,  either  in  person  or  by 
their  Legates.  Pope  Sylvester,  in  the  year  325,  sent 
Osius,  bishop  of  Cordova,  Vito  and  Vincent  two  Roman 
priests,  to  preside  in  his  name  over  the  general  council  of 
Nice.  It  is  true  that  Osius  was  a  bishop,  but  the  two 
other  Papal  Delegates  were  priests,  who  were  placed  over 
the  bishops  assembled  from  every  quarter  of  the  world. 
If  Pope  Sylvester  would  not  have  had  supreme  authority 
over  the  whole  church,  the  assembled  bishops  would 
never  have  submitted  to  be  ruled  in  the  council 
by  simple  priests;  the)-  would,  without  doubt,  have 
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exclaimed  that  the  Pope  had  exceeded  the  limits  of  his 
authority,  but  no  such  a  protest  was  made  by  the 
bishops;  the}7,  therefore,  by  the  fact  of  their  silence, 
admitted  the  supreme  authority,  or  the  jurisdiction  of 
Pope  Sylvester  over  the  universal  church.  But  we  are 
told  that  neither  the  Pope  personally  nor  by  his  legates 
presided  over  the  second  general  or  oecumenical  council 
celebrated  in  Constantinople  in  381;  and  therefore 
neither  the  personal  presidency  of  the  Pope  nor  the 
presidency  of  his  legates  proves  the  primacy  of  the 
Roman  Pontiff. 

This  council  was  not  an  oecumenical  or  general 
council  during  any  of  its  sittings  from  the  very  fact  that 
it  was  not  presided  over  by  the  authority  of  the  Roman 
Pontiff,  and  it  wras  only  after  its  sessions  had  been 
closed  that  it  was  ranked  among  the  general  councils  of 
the  church,  by  the  approbation  of  its  acts  by  the  Roman 
Pontiff;  or  as  Billuart  clearly  shows,  it  became  a  general 
council  post  fact  it  ui.  In  relation  to  it  Darras  says: 
(i)  "St.  Damasus,"  the  occupant  of  the  chair  of  St. 
Peter,  "had  been  notified  of  its  convocation  and 
approved  it.  He  had  given  his  directions  to  St. 
Ascholus  regarding  the  chief  question  to  be  treated— 
the  election  of  a  successor  to  St.  Gregory.  The  ques 
tion  of  dogma  had  already  been  settled  by  him  in  his 
letters  to  the  Asiatic  bishops.  The  profession  of  faith 
which  he  had  sent  them,  had  been  signed  by  more  than 
one  hundred  and  fifty  of  their  number." 

The  council  of  Sardica,  convoked  in  the  year  348,  is 
considered  by  some  as  an  appendix  to  the  council  of 
Nice;  it  was  composed  of  three  hundred  Catholic 
bishops  who  sent  a  synodical  epistle  to  Pope  Julius, 


(i)  Darras,  ch.  his.,  vol.  I,  pa.  517 
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giving  him  an  account  of  the  acts  of  the  council.  They 
thus  addressed  him:  "It  appears  most  suitable  and 
proper  in  the  highest  degree  that  we  the  ruling  priests 
(bishops)  of  each  and  every  province,  refer  our  trans 
actions  in  the  council  to  the  chair  of  the  Apostle  Peter." 
The  general  council  of  Ephesus  in  431  condemned 
Nestorius,  bishop  of  Constantinople.  Nestoritis  taught 
that  there  were  two  persons  in  Christ:  the  one,  the  per 
son  of  the  man  Jesus  Christ;  the  other,  the  person  of 
God  the  Word.  Whence  it  followed  that  Christ  was 
not  God,  but  a  man  united  to  God  in  a  more  special 
and  intimate  manner  than  any  other.  Then  by  a  logical 
consequence  the  Blessed  Virgin  was  not  the  Mother  of 
God,  but  only  the  mother  of  a  man  called  Christ  to 
whom  the  Word  had  united  Himself.  This  doctrine 
thus  destroyed  the  mystery  of  the  Incarnation  and 
Divine  maternity  of  the  Blessed  Virgin.  The  council, 
after  having  cited  Nestorious  who  refused  to  appear, 
and  after  having  examined  his  writings,  condemned  him 
in  the  following  words:  (i)  "Nestorius  having  refused 
to  answer  to  our  summons,  and  to  receive  the  bishops 
sent  to  him,  we  have  been  obliged  to  enter  upon  an 
examination  of  his  impieties.  He  is  convicted  on  the 
evidence  of  his  letters,  his  writing  and  his  discourses,  of 
holding  and  spreading  scandalous  and  heretical  opinions. 
Bound  by  the  holy  canons,  and  by  the  letter  of  our  Holy 
Father  Celestin,  Bishop  of  Rome,  we  are  reduced,  not 
without  tears  of  heartfelt  sorrow,  to  the  cruel  necessity 
of  pronouncing  this  sentence  against  him:  Our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  Whom  he  has  blasphemed,  decides 
through  this  most  holy  council,  that  he  is  deprived  of 
the  episcopal  dignity,  and  cut  off  from  every  ecclesias- 


(i)  See  Darras  vol.  i,  pa,  573. 
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tical  body."  Here  the  bishops  of  the  council  confess 
that  they  are  not  only  compelled  by  the  sacred  canons, 
but  also  by  the  authority  of  Pope  Celestin  to  pass  the 
sentence  of  condemnation  on  Nestorius;  they  therefore 
acknowledged  his  superior  authority  or  his  jurisdiction 
over  them.  Moreover,  the  priest  Philip,  one  of  the 
legates  of  Pope  Celestin,  declared  in  'the  council: 
(i)  "No  one  doubts,  yea  it  is  known  in  every  age,  that 
the  holy  and  most  blessed  Peter,  the  Prince  and  head 
of  the  Apostles,  the  pillar  of  faith  and  foundation  of  the 
church,  received  from  Jesus  Christ,  the  Saviour  and 
Redeemer  of  the  human  race,  the  keys  of  the  kingdom 
(of  heaven);  and  the  power  of  binding  sins  was  given 
to  him;  which  power  remains  with  his  successors  even 
up  to  this  time,  and  is  exercised  by  them  in  judging." 
No  dissenting  voice  was  raised  against  the  declaration 
of  the  Papal  Legate,  which  certainly  would  have  been 
done  had  not  the  council  recognized  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  church  as  residing  in  the  Roman 
Pontiff. 

In  the  council  of  Chalcedon  which  was  convoked  in 
451,  Paschasinus,  one  of  the  Papal  Legates,  said:  (2) 
"We  have  at  hand  the  orders  of  the  most  blessed  and 
apostolic  man,  the  Pope  of  the  city  of  Rome,  the  head 
of  all  the  churches;  and  by  the  orders  of  his  Apostolate, 
Dioscorus,  the  bishop  of  the  Alexandrians,  shall  not 
have  a  seat  in  the  council,  but  shall  only  be  allowed  to 
be  heard.  This  must  be  complied  with ....  for  either  he 
must  go  out  of  the  council  or  we  will  depart.  Lucen- 
tius,  the  Vicar  of  the  Apostolic  See,  said:  "It  is  neces 
sary  that  he  (Dioscorus),  since  he  was  not  the  person 
to  pass  sentence,  should  give  his  reasons  why,  without 

(i)  Billuart  Tome  5,  Dis  4,  Art.  3.     (2)  Ibidem. 
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the  authority  of  the  Apostolic  See,  he  had  dared  to  hold 
a  council;  a  thing  which  had  never  happened  before." 
In  the  second  session,  after  the  letter  of  Pope  Leo  had 
been  read,  the  bishops  cried  out:  "This  is  the  faith  of 
the  Apostle;  thus  we  all  believe;  thus  the  orthodox 
believe.  Anathema  to  him  who  does  not  believe  so. 
Peter  has  spoken  through  the  mouth  of  Leo.  In  this 
manner  the  Apostles  taught."  Finally,  the  bishops 
besought  Pope  Leo  to  approve  the  acts  of  the  council: 
"We  beseech  you,  therefore,"  said  they,  "that  you 
honor  our  decisions  by  your  decree;  and  as  we  have 
shown  harmony  with  the  head  in  good,  so  may  your 
Eminence  complete,  as  is  becoming,  the  work  of  your 
sons." 

The  bishops  of  the  third  general  council  celebrated 
in  Constantinople  in  860,  sent  a  synodical  letter  to  Pope 
Agotho;  and  addressed  him  thus:  "Great  diseases  need 
still  greater  remedies;  and  for  this  reason  Christ  our 
true  God  has  given  us  your  Holiness  as  a  wise  phy 
sician,  vehemently  warding  off  the  contagion  of  heret 
ical  infection,  and  imparting  firmness  to  the  members 
of  the  church.  We  therefore  leave  to  you  as  head  of 
the  first  See  of  the  universal  church,  to  you,  standing 
on  the  firm  rock  of  faith,  to  determine  what  is  best  to  be 
done.  We  have  cheerfully  read  the  letter  of  your 
declaration,  sent  by  your  paternal  Blessedness  to  the 
most  pious  emperor,  which  we  acknowledge  to  have 
been  written,  as  it  were  by  inspiration,  by  the  head  of 
Apostles  (a  summo  Apostolorum  vertice).  By  this 
letter  we  have  removed  the  nefarious  teachings  of  the 
heretics;  and  according  to  the  sentiments  expressed  in 
your  sacred  epistle,  which  being  first  read  concerning 
the  heretics,  we  have  destroyed  them  by  our  anathemas." 
Further  on  they  say:  "We  have  proclaimed  the  splen- 
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did  light  of  the  orthodox  faith  with  you;  and  we  beseech 
your  paternal  Holiness  to  confirm  again  your  honored 
writings." 


CHAPTER    THIRTY-FOURTH. 

THE  EXERCISE  OF  THE  SUPREME  AUTHOR 
ITY  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

HAYING  observed  elsewhere  that  one  of  the  strong 
est  proofs  of  the  primacy  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
Sovereign  Pontiff  over  the  whole  church  is  the  exercise 
of  his  supreme  authority.  We  will  now  give  a  few 
examples  to  prove  what  we  have  stated.  St.  Clement 
was  appointed  Bishop  of  Rome  in  the  year  91,  and  gov 
erned  the  church  till  the  year  100.  During  his  pontificate 
the  church  of  Corinth  was  disturbed  by  a  small  number 
of  its  members,  who,  being  jealous  of  the  reputation-of 
certain  virtuous  priests,  had  attempted  to  depose  them. 
The  case  was  referred  to  the  judgement  of  the  Roman 
Pontiff..  The  persecution,  which  was  raging  at  Rome  at 
this  time,  prevented  immediate  action  in  the  case  on  the 
part  of  the  Roman  Pontiff;  but  as  soon  as  an  interval  of 
peace  was  granted,  an  effort  was  made  by  Clement  to 
restore  harmony.  He  dispatched  messengers  with  a 
letter  to  the  church  of  Corinth,  who  were  charged  to  use 
every  exertion  to  re-establish  order.  He  says  in  his 
letter:  -'It  is  shameful,  my  beloved,  it  is  most  shame 
ful,  and  unworthy  of  your  Christian  profession  that  it 
should  be  heard  that  the  firm  and  ancient  church  of  the 
Corinthians,  on  account  of  one  or  two  persons,  is  in 

sedition  against  the  priests Who  then  amongst  you 

is  generous?     Wrho    that  is   compassionate?     Who  that 
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is  filled  with  charity?  Let  him  say:  ''If  sedition,  and 
strife  and  schism  be  through  me,  I  will  go  and  depart 
wheresoever  ye  please,  and  do  what  ever  is  appointed  by 
the  multitude;  only  let  the  flock  of  Christ  be  at  peace 
with  the  constituted  priests.  Do  ye,  therefore,  who 
laid  'the  foundation  of  this  Sedition,  submit  yourselves 
to  the  priests,  and  be  instructed  unto  repentence.  Bend 
ing  the  knees  of  your  hearts,  learn  to  be  subject,  laying 
aside  all  proud  and  arrogant  boasting  of  your  tongues; 
for  it  is  better  for  you  to  be  found  in  the  sheepfold  of 
Christ,  little  and  not  approved  than,  thinking  yourselves 
above  others,  to  be  cast  out  of  His  hope."  (i) 

This  event  took  place  about  the  year  96.  The  tenor 
of  this  letter  may  not  satisfy  some  that  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  church  was  claimed  by  Clement,  because 
he  only  uses  persuasion;  but  it  must  be  understood  that 
excited  passions  can  with  difficulty  be  subdued  by  urging 
abstract  views  of  power;  but  we  cannot  account  for  the 
conduct  of  Clement  unless  by  his  universal  charge.  St. 
John,  the  Apostle,  was  then  still  living;  he  resided  at 
Ephesus,  and  was  much  nearer  the  scene  of  strife:  yet 
Clement  used  his  authority  to  establish  order:  it  follows, 
then,  that  Clement  claimed  the  right  to  exercise  jurisdic 
tion  over  the  church.  Although  the  epistle  bears  the 
name  of  the  church  of  God  which  is  in  Rome,  neverthe 
less  it  is  Clement's  epistle,  as  is  attested  by  St.  Iraeneus, 
a  writer  of  the  next  age;  (2)  and  the  title  is  sufficiently 
accounted  for  by  an  ancient  custom  of  assembling  the 
clergy  on  occasions  of  great  importance,  and  acting 
with  their  advice  and  concurrence. 

In  the  second  century  we  have  still  stranger  proofs 
of  the  exercise  of  the  supreme  authority  of  the  Roman 


(i)  Epis.  i.  ad  Cor.  No.  47-57.     (2)  L.   3.  adv.   haers. 
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Pontiff,  where  he  vigorously  used  it  against  some  of  the 
Asiatic  churches  in  relation  to  the  celebration  of  Easter. 
Some  of  the  Asiatic  churches  celebrated  Easter  on  the 
same  day  on  which  the  Jews  celebrated  their  Passover, 
whereas  the  Roman  and  western  churches  always  cele 
brated  it  on  Sunday,  the  day  of  our  Lord's  resurrection. 
It  is  alleged  that  St.  John,  the  Apostle,  permitted  this 
custom  on  account  of  the  Jewish  converts  in  the  eastern 
churches:  he  could  easily  do  so,  as  it  was  not  a  matter 
of  faith,  but  of  discipline.  But  after  the  custom  had 
prevailed  for  some  time,  some  of  the  Asiatic  bishops 
thought  that  they  were  bound  to  observe  it  by  a  Divine 
law;  this  is  clear  from  the  reply  of  Polycrates,  bishop 
of  Ephesus,  to  the  Roman  Pontiff  Victor;  for  he  says: 
"We  must  obey  God  rather  than  man."  This  is  an 
error  against  faith,  for  no  Divine  law  exists  which  com 
mands  that  Easter  should  be  celebrated  on  the  same  day 
on  which  the  Jews  celebrate  their  Passover.  Pope 
Victor  condemned  this  error  and  endeavorod  to  bring 
the  Asiatics  back  to  the  purity  of  the  faith.  St.  Poly- 
carp,  bishop  of  Smyrna,  in  Asia,  came  to  Rome  to  visit 
Pope  Anicetus,  a  little  after  the  middle  of  the  second 
century,  to  consult  with  him  concerning  the  time  of 
celebrating  Easter.  Concerning  this  Eus?bius  says:  (i) 
"About  this  time,  when  Anicetus  was  at  the  head  of  the 
Roman  church.  Iraeneus  says  that  Polycarp  was  yet 
living,  and  coming  to  Rome,  had  a  conference  with 
Anicetus  on  the  question  respecting  the  day  of  the  Pass 
over.  "  As  the  Easter  question  had  been  aggitated  at  that 
time  in  some  of  the  eastern  churches,  it  can  easily  be 
inferred  that  the  main  object  Bishop  Polycarp  had  in 
view  in  visiting  Pope  Anicetus,  was  to  effect  a  reconcilia- 

(i)  Eccl.   his  book  4,  Chap.   14. 
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tion  between  the  eastern  and  western  churches  with 
regard  to  the  day  on  which  Easter  shoidd  be  celebrated. 
All  historians  teach  that  the  Pope  endeavored  to  induce 
Polycarp  to  conform  with  the  custom  of  the  Roman  and 
western  churches;  but  as  a  matter  of  prudence,  he  did 
not  enforce  his  authority,  after  having  shown  that  the 
Asiatic  custom  was  not  of  Divine  precept.  The  reader 
may  consult  Rhorbacher's  Universal  History  of  the 
Church  on  the  subject. 

Toward  the  close  of  the  second  century,  Pope  Victor 
resolved  to  procure  uniformity,  even  though  he  should 
resort  to  severe  measures  if  necessary;  for  the  custom, 
simply  a  point  of  discipline,  had  become  a  doctrinal 
question  with  some  of  the  Asiatics.  Victor  would  no 
longer  tolerate  this  error;  and  consequently  convoked  a 
council  at  Rome  of  all  the  bishops  of  Italy.  It  was 
there  solemnly  decided  that  Easter  should  be  celebrated 
on  Sunday,  a  day  consecrated  from  the  time  of  the 
Apostles,  to  the  memory  of  the  glorious  resurrection  of 
Christ;  and  the  further  observance  of  the  Jewish  usage 
in  the  celebration  of  Easter,  was  interdicted. 

Victor  sent  these  preceedings  to  the  bishops  of  all  the 
provinces  of  the  Catholic  world.  By  his  orders,  The- 
ophilus  of  Ccesarea  assembled  the  bishops  of  Palestine; 
St.  Iraeneus  of  Lyons,  those  of  Gaul;  Bacchylus  of 
Alexandria,  those  of  Egypt;  and  Palma  d'Amastris, 
those  of  Pontus.  These  assemblies  unanimously  adopted 
the  views  of  the  Pontiff,  and  the  letters,  which  they 
addressed  to  him,  all  agree  on  the  necessity  of  conform 
ing  to  the  custom  of  the  Latin  church  for  the  celebration 
of  Easter.  But  Polycrates,  the  bishop  of  Ephesus,  who 
had  been  appointed  by  Victor  to  preside  over  the  coun 
cil  of  Proconsular  Asia,  as  might  have  been  foreseen,  and 
his  assembled  bishops  were  not  disposed  to  abandon 
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their  old  customs.  When  Victor  perceived  that  Poly- 
crates  and  the  bishops  in  council  were  refactory,  he 
determined  to  use  the  severest  measures,  namely,  to  cut 
them  off  from  the  communion  of  the  Catholic  church. 
St.  Iraeneus  and  many  other  bishops  besides,  as  we  have 
seen  from  Eusebius,  wrote  to  Pope  Victor  and  besought 
him  not  to  cut  off  whole  churches  from  the  church  of 
God;  and  even  Polycrates  did  not  deny  this  power  of  the 
Pope,  but  implicitly  admitted  it.  as  can  be  seen  from  his 
letter  to  Victor;  but  he  tried  to  fortify  himself  behind  his 
error  by  asserting  that  it  was  a  Divine  precept  to  follow 
his  custom — that  we  must  obey  God  rather  than  men.  ( i) 
The  Pope  commanded  the  bishops  throughout  the 
Catholic  world  to  hold  councils  in  their  respective 
provinces;  they  obeyed  and  submitted  to  his  teachings 
in  relation  to  the  day  on  which  Easter  was  to  be  cele 
brated,  except  Polycrates  and  his  party.  If  the  Pope 
had  not  been  recognized  as  the  head  of  the  church,  and 
as  the  supreme  judge  of  faith  and  morals,  the  bishops, 
particularly  Polycrates  and  those,  who  adhered  to  him, 
would  naturally  have  said:  "We  are  bishops  as  well  as 
you.  What  right  have  you  to  interfere  with  our  custom 
and  our  churches?  We  do  not  recognize  you  as  our 
superior;  you  have,  therefore,  no  right  to  dictate  to  us 
on  what  day  we  are  bound  to  celebrate  Easter;  we  have, 
moreover,  the  sanction  of  St.  John,  the  Apostle:  his 
authority  outweighs  yours."  The  opposite  party  would 
have  been  only  too  glad  to  have  made  such  a  protest, 
had  there  been  any  ground;  but  no  such  protest  was 
made,  therefore  it  is  evident  that  they  acknowledged  the 
Pope  to  be  the  head  of  the  church,  and  recognized  him 
as  the  supreme  judge  of  faith  and  morals. 

(i)  Eusebius  Eccl.  his.  book  5,  ch.  23. 
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A  controversy  arose  in  about  the  middle  of  the   third 
century  concerning  the  validity  of  baptism  administered 
by    heretics.       The    custom    prevailed    in    some   of  the 
African   churches  to  rebaptize  all  those  coming  from  all 
the  different  sects;  even  those  who  had  been  baptized  in 
the  name  of  the    three   Persons  of  the   Blessed  Trinity. 
Agripinus,  the  bishop  of  Carthage,  sanctioned  this  cus 
tom  in  a  council  held  in  the  earlier  part  of  this  century. 
Cyprian,  his  successor  in  the  See  of  Carthage,  espoused 
the  doctrine  of  Agripinus.      The   particular   councils   of 
Synnada  and  Iconium  in   Phrygia,  had  decided  that  the 
baptism  administered   by  heretics  was  null    by  the   mere 
fact,   that   it  was    conferred    out  of  the    church.       Pope 
St.    Stephen,     the     First,     immediately     wrote     to     the 
bishops  of  the  neighboring  provinces,  not  to  communi 
cate  with  those  who  re-baptized  heretics.      The  bishops 
of  Numidia  consulted  Cyprian  concerning  the  question. 
In    the   name   of   thirty-two  bishops  assembled  at  Car 
thage,  he  replied,  that  following  the  doctrine  of  his  pre 
decessors,    none  could   be    baptized  out   of  the  church; 
though  he  admitted  that  the  custom  had  generally  pre 
vailed  not  to  re-baptize  heretics.      In  the  following  year 
(256)     Cyprian    held     another    council     of    seventy-one 
bishops  at  Carthage;   he  decided  again  that   the  baptism 
administered  by  heretics  was  null.      He  sent  the  acts  of 
this  council  to  Pope  Stephen:      "It  is  especially  to  you," 
he  said,   "that  we  should  send  all  that  more  closely  con 
cerns  the  sarcerdotal  authority,  or  the  union  and  dignity 
of  the   Catholic  church.       We   have    judged   that    they 
have    been   defiled   by    the  profane    waters  of    heretics, 
ought  to  be  baptized  when  they  return  to  the  church, 
and  that  laying  on  of  hands  is  not  sufficient  to  give  them 
the   Holy  Spirit."      This  was  the  state  of  the   question 
when  it    reached   the    tribunal    of    the    Roman    Pontiff. 
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Two  councils  of  Phrygia,  two  of  Africa,  and  a  consider 
able  number  of  bishops  of  all  the  provinces,  had  openly 
embraced  the  error.  Pope  Stephen's  reply  to  Cyprian 
and  his  colleagues  was,  that  there  must  be  no  innova 
tion;  but  we  must  adhere  to  the  doctrine  which  has  been 
handed  down,  and  particularly  to  that  of  the  church  of 
Rome  as  regards  the  baptism  as  valid,  if  it  has  been 
conferred  in  the  name  of  the  three  Divine  Persons,  (i) 
The  Pope,  moreover,  threatened  with  excommunication 
such  as  would  continue  the  practice  of  re-baptizing.  It 
is  true  that  this  controversy  was  not  brought  to  an 
immediate  close  after  Stephen  had  condemned  the  error. 
It  was  finally  brought  to  a  close  about  the  year  314. 
Those  of  the  African  bishops,  who  had  hitherto  followed 
the  custom  of  re-baptizing  heretics,  abandoned  it  and 
conformed  to  the  teaching  of  Pope  Stephen;  thus 
union  and  harmony  were  restored.  The  opposition 
does  not  militate  against  the  supreme  authority  of  the 
Roman  Pontiff  in  teaching  faith  and  morals,  and  in  gov 
erning  the  universal  church  The  Africans  were  simply 
disobedient  and  refractory  against  legitimate  authority. 
We  find  many  instances  of  this  in  the  state,  neverthe 
less,  no  one  will  say  that  the  state  has  no  supreme 
authority,  because  some  rebel  against  it.  Their  insub 
ordination  served  to  prove  the  supreme  authority, 
because  some  rebel  against  it;  and  their  unconditional 
submission  to  the  teachings  of  Pope  Stephen  shows 
from  the  very  fact,  that  they  recognized  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  Roman  Pontiff.  Cyprian  himself 
teaches  in  his  book,  De  Unitate  Ecclesiae,  that  the 
primacy  was  conferred  on  Peter  that  the  church  may  be 
set  forth  as  one,  and  the  See  (chair)  as  one.  Again  he 


(i)  Sae  Stephen  quoted  by  Cyprian,  epis   74. 
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says:  "He  who  holds  not  this  unity  of  the  church,  does 
he  think  that  he  holds  the  faith?  He,  who  strives 
against  and  resists  the  church,  he  who  abandons  the 
chair  of  Peter,  upon  whom  the  church  was  founded, 
does  he  feel  confident  that  he  is  in  the  church?" 

Doctor  Nevin  says,  in  the  Mersersburg  Review,  Nov. 
1852,  in  relation  to  this  controversy:  "How  came 
Stephen  to  assert  such  authority  in  opposition  to  whole 
provinces  of  the  church,  east  and  west,  if  it  were  not  on 
the  ground  of  previously  acknowledged  prerogative  and 
right.  Or  how  could  the  pretention  do  more  than  call 
forth  derision,  if  no  such  ground  existed  in  fact,  in  the 
general  mind  of  the  church?  It  is  easy  to  talk  of  his 
presumption  and  pride,  and  of  a  regular  system  of 
usurpation  kept  up  with  success  on  the  part  of  the 
Roman  Pontiffs  generally.  But  that  is  simply  to  beg 
the  whole  question  in  dispute.  The  hypothesis  is  too 
violent.  It  destroys  itself.  Stephen  was  neither  fool 
$or  knave;  and  yet  he  must  have  been  both  on  a  grand 
scale,  to  play  the  part  he  did  here  out  of  mere  wanton 
ambition,  usurping  power  to  which  he  himself  well 
knew,  as  all  the  world  knew  besides,  he  had  no  lawful 
claim  whatever.  Both  Cyprian  and  Firmillian  are 
themselves  witnesses  in  fact,  that  a  true  central  author 
ity  did  belong  to  the  Bishop  of  Rome.  What  they  com 
plain  of  is  its  supposed  abuse;  they  feel  the  force  of  it 
very  plainly  in  spite  of  themselves.  This  is  just  what 
makes  them  so  restless  under  its  exercise.  Had  it  been 
a  mere  false  pretention,  they  could  have  afforded  to  let 
it  pass  by  them  as  the  idle  wind.  They  knew  it,  how 
ever,  to  be  more  than  that.  Then  again,  it  turned  out 
in  the  end  that  Stephen  was,  in  truth,  right.  His  judg 
ment  proved  to  be,  with  proper  distinctions  afterwards, 
the  real  voice  of  the  Catholic  church,  and  remained  in 
full  force  down  to  the  present  time." 


2Q2  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

We  are  again  assured  that  the  supreme  authority  of 
the  church  resides  in  a  general  council,  and  not  in  the 
Pope.  There  can  be  no  general  council  unless  the 
Pope  is  at  the  head  of  it.  In  order  that  the  decrees 
enacted  by  a  council  be  binding,  they  must  be  approved 
by  the  Pope.  The  Popes  presided  over  all  the  general 
councils,  either  in  person  or  by  their  Legates,  and 
approved  of  Ae  acts,  though  not  always  of  all  of  them. 
The  supreme  authority  of  the  church,  then,  resides  in 
the  Pope.  If  it  only  resided  in  a  general  council,  then, 
the  church  would  have  no  supreme  authority  except  at 
long  intervals;  then,  nothing  could  be  decided  during 
these  intervals;  but  this  is  not  admissible,  not  founded 
in  fact,  and  not  in  the  nature  of  any  society,  and  much 
less  in  that  of  the  church,  as  we  have  seen  elsewhere. 
I  will  terminate  this  chapter  with  a  quotation  from 
Alzog's  history  of  the  church:  (i) 

"The  specific  reason  why  the  Bishop  of  Rome 
should  enjoy  a  pre-emininence  of  honor  and  jurisdiction, 
was  universally  admitted  to  be  that  this  is  an  inherent 
right  of  the  successors  of  Peter,  and  the  object  of  this 
primacy  was  said  to  be  that  Schism  might  be  prevented. 
'Therefore,'  says  St.  Jerome,  'was  one  of  the  twelve  set 
over  all  the  others  as  the  recognized  head,  that  all 
occasions  of  Schism  might  be  removed.'  Arid  again: 
'I  myself  preserve  a  fellowship  with  the  chair  of  Peter, 
because  I  know  that  the  church  is  built  upon  this  rock. 
Whoever  is  not  in  communion  with  the  church  of  Rome  is 
outside  of  the  church.'  Hence  he  says  again,  that  Atha- 
nasius  had  recourse  to  Rome  as  to  a  safe  harbor  of 
Christian  communion.  'The  judgement  of  Rome,'  says 
St.  Augustine,  'is  the  judgment  of  the  church:  there  is 

(i)  Vol.  i,  P.  270. 
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no  appeal  from  it;  it  must  be  received  and  carried  into 
execution  everywhere.  The  confirmation  of  two  councils 
held  to  condemn  the  Pelagian  errors  has  been  received; 
Rome  has  spoken;  there  is  now  an  end  of  the  affair; 
would  that  there  were  an  end  of  the  errors  also.'. .  .  .The 
Greek  Synods  and  Doctors  of  the  church  are  not  less 
explicit,  and  frequently  more  rhetorical  in  asserting  the 
primatical  prerogatives  of  the  Bishop  of  Rome,  'who,' 
they  say,  'has  no  need  of  being  taught,  because  he 
knows,  with  an  unerring  knowledge,  what  is  requisite 
for  the  unity  of  the  body  of  the  church.'  Pope  Hor- 
misdas  said  in  the  same  spirit:  'The  faith  of  the  Apos 
tolic  See  has  always  been  inviolate;  it  has  preserved  the 
•Christian  religion  in  its  integrity  and  purity." 


CHAPTER    THIRTY- FIFTH. 

THE  DIVINE  AND  HUMAN  ELEMENTS  IN  THE 
CHURCH. 

THE  errors  of  many  persons  regarding  the  church, 
have  their  origin  in  the  imperfect  perception  of  the 
essential  elements  of  the  church  founded  by  Christ. 
They  regard  her  simply  as  a  human  institution,  and  see 
no  Divine  element  in  her;  hence,  they  do  not  understand 
how  her  teachings  can  be  infallible.  Before  showing 
that  there  is  a  Divine  element  as  well  as  a  human  element 
in  the  church,  we  will  briefly  review  what  has  been  said 
in  relation  to  the  elements  constituting  human  society. 
We  have  seen  that  the  elements  of  any  society  or 
organization,  are  subjects  and  supreme  authority,  that 
the  supreme  authority  must  be  the  witness  of  the  truths 
in  the  society  over  which  it  presides,  that  it  must  be  the 
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judge  of  controversies,  and  the  teacher  of  its  subjects. 
If  you  take  away  any  of  these  elements,  you  destroy 
society  itself.  But,  as  we  have  seen,  the  church  founded 
by  Christ,  is  a  society  of  men;  to  be  a  society  of  men, 
she  must  be  an  organization,  and  must,  as  well  as  the 
state,  have  laws  and  a  government,  and  a  supreme 
authority,  for  otherwise  she  could  not  be  an  organiza 
tion. 

You  tell  me  that  you  admit  that  the  church  is  an 
organization  and  consequently  has  a  supreme  authority; 
But  that  authority  is  Christ,  and  you  recognize  no  other. 
I  concede  that  Christ  is  the  supreme  invisible  authority 
of  His  church;  but  every  visible  society  must  have  a 
supreme  visible  authority;  this  does  not  militate  against 
the  authority  of  Christ,  for  all  authority  is  subject  to  the 
authority  of  God.  In  the  civil  order  a  supreme  authority 
is  required  to  harmonize  the  different  conflicting  elements; 
in  the  spiritual,  harmony  is  likewise  required  in  all  those 
things  which  appertain  to  the  spiritual  end  of  man;  but 
it  is  evident  that  no  such  harmony  can  be  produced 
without  a  supreme  and  visible  authority;  the  history  of 
the  human  mind  of  all  ages  teaches  this  fact.  More 
over,  God  is  the  supreme  and  invisible  head  of  the  civil 
as  \vell  as  of  the  spiritual  order;  He  is  the  Authority  of 
both.  The  civil,  then,  as  well  as  the  religious  power, 
comes  from  God,  for  as  St.  Thomas  says:  "In  the 
first  place,  all  power  comes  from  God;  power  is  sover 
eignty,  and  God  is  the  Lord  and  supreme  Master  of  all 
things;  power  is  a  right,  and  in  God  is  found  the  source 
of  all  right;  power  is  a  moral  movement,  and  God  is  the 
universal  cause  of  all  sorts  of  movements;  power  tends 
toward  an  exalted  end,  and  God  is  the  end  of  all  crea 
tures;  His  Providence  ordains  and  directs  all  things  with 
mercy  and  efficacy." 
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St.  Chrysostom  says  on  this  subject,  in  his  twenty- 
third  homily  on  the  Epistle  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Romans, 
as  follows:  "There  is  no  power  that  does  not  come 
from  God.  Is  every  prince,  then,  appointed  by  God? 
I  do  not  say  that;  for  I  do  not  speak  of  any  prince  in 
particular,  but  of  the  thing  itself,  that  is  of  the  power 
itself.  I  affirm  that  the  existence  of  principalities  is  the 
work  of  Divine  Wisdom,  and  that  to  it,  it  is  owing  that 
all  things  are  not  given  up  to  blind  chance.  Therefore 
it  is  that  the  Apostle  does  not  say  that  there  is  no 
prince,  who  does  not  come  from  God;  but  he  says,  speak 
ing  of  the  thing  itself,  there  is  no  power  which  does  -not 
come  from  God." 

We  have  seen  that  in  the  civil  order,  there  is  a  union? 
between  the  head  and  members,  that  the  life  of  the 
members  emanates  from  the  head  dictating  the  order, 
according  to  the  dictates  of  reason,  necessary  for  its 
preservation,  and  for  bringing  it  to  its  end,  and  that  this 
union  cannot  be  destroyed  without  the  destruction  of 
society  itself.  But  as  Christ  founded  a  church,  He  must 
be  the  head  of  it,  not  indeed  the  visible,  but  invisible 
head.  We  have  seen  in  the  chapter  on  the  necessity  of 
supernatural  revelation,  that,  from  the  aspirations  of  the 
human  soul,  from  the  constant  desire  man  has  of  happi 
ness  of  which  he  is  in  steady  pursuit,  and  which  he 
cannot  find  in  this  life,  his  end  is  in  the  supernatural 
order.  To  obtain  his  supernatural  end,  man  must  be 
elevatad  above  his  nature,  he  must  have  supernatural 
life,  must  be  united  with  God  by  sanctifying  grace. 

But  as  God  is  Infinite  Wisdom,  Infinite  Intelligence, 
He  must  have  created,  or  at  least,  immediately  after  his 
creation,  must  have  elevated  man  to  a  supernatural  state, 
for  otherwise  man  could  not  by  the  powers  of  his  nature 
elevate  himself  to  the  supernatural,  in  which  lies  his 
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end.  Man,  by  the  abuse  of  his  free  will,  must,  then, 
have  fallen  from  his  original  state,  must  have  lost  original 
justice,  or  the  supernatural  life  of  his  soul.  The  loss  of 
original  justice  is  original  sin,  concerning  which  St. 
Thomas  speaks  as  follows:  "As  between  things  oppo 
site,  there  is  an  opposite  relation,  so  from  original  justice 
its  opposite,  original  sin,  may  be  explained.  But  the 
whole  order  of  original  justice  consist  therein,  that  the 
will  of  man  was  obedient  to  God, — an  obedience  which 
in  an  eminent  degree  was  practiced  by  the  will,  for  it  is 
the  province  of  the  will  to  direct  all  the  other  parts  of 
the  soul,  in  conformity  to  this  its  highest  destination. 
Hence,  when  the  will  fell  away  from  God,  disorders  in 
all  the  other  faculties  of  the  soul  ensued.  Thus,  in 
original  sin  the  deprivation  of  original  justice  is  the 
formal  part ;  but  ever}7  other  disorder  in  the  faculties  of 
the  soul  is  ihe  material  part  of  original  sin,  that  is  to 
say,  the  thing  determined, — the  consequence, — the  mani 
festation  of  the  essence.  The  disorders  of  the  other 
powers  of  the  soul,  shows  itself  in  the  perverted  affec 
tions  to  transitory  good, — a  disorder  which  may  be 
denominated  by  the  well  known  expression,  wicked 
desires,  concupiscentia.  This  in  its  essence  (forma), 
original  sin  is  the  want  of  original  justice;  in  its  mani 
festation  (Diatcria*)  it  is  evil  desire."  (i) 

In  another  place  he  says:  "All  the  faculties  of  the 
soul  have  been,  to  a  certain  degree,  displaced  from  their 
proper  direction  and  destination, — a  displacement  which 
is  called  the  wound  of  nature.  But  there  are  four 
powers  of  the  soul,  which  became  the  conduits  of  virtue, 
namely,  reason,  wherein  is  recognition;  the  will,  wherein 
is  justice;  the  faculty  of  exertion,  wherein  is  courage; 


(i)  Thorn,  ist.  P.  qu.  82  Art.  4. 
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the  faculty  of  desire,  wherein  is  temperance.  In  so  far 
as  reason  has  been  diverted  from  its  bearing  towards 
truth,  has  arisen  the  wound  of  ignorance;  inasmuch  as 
the  will  has  been  diverted  from  its  bearing  towards  good, 
has  arisen  the  wound  of  wickedness;  inasmuch  as  the 
faculty  of  exertion  has  been  diverted  from  its  bearing 
towards  the  arduous,  has  arisen  the  wound  of  frailty; 
lastly,  inasmuch  as  the  faculty  of  desire  has  been 
diverted  from  its  course,  as  directed  by  reason,  towards 
the  term  of  pleasure,  has  arisen  concupiscence." 

The  fall  of  the  human  race  appears  further  evident 
from  the  Incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God.  If  man  had 
retained  his  supernatural  endowments,  the  supernatural 
life  of  his  soul,  and  had  the  supernatural  union  between 
his  Creator  and  himself  not  been  severed,  no  reparation 
or  redemption  would  have  been  required  for  him  to  gain 
his  supernatural  end.  But  if  the  Incarnation  and  atone 
ment  of  Christ  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  were  not 
needed,  why  did  the  Son  of  God  assume  human  nature, 
and  go  from  place  to  place,  to  instruct  the  people, 
to  draw  the  hearts  of  men  to  Himself.  Why  did  He 
pass  His  whole  life  in  suffering  and  terminate  it  on  the 
summit  of  Mount  Calvary  in  shedding  the  last  drop  of 
His  adorable  blood  for  the  redemption  of  the  human 
race.  All  this  evidently  shows  that  man  had  fallen  from 
grace,  violated  God's  commands,  and  by  his  transgres 
sion  merited  to  be  utterly  cast  off  by  his  Creator,  and 
that  our  Divine  Saviour,  out  of  pure  mercy  toward  poor 
and  unfortunate  humanity,  became  man  Himself,  and  by 
the  merits  of  His  sufferings  and  death,  redeemed  a  fallen 
race. 

The  assumption  of   human   nature   by  Christ  means 


(i)  Lib.  qu.  85,  Art.  3. 


2g8  MODERN    ERRORS    AGAINST 

that  He  assumed  a  human  body  and  a  rational  or  human 
soul.  The  humanity  of  Christ  has  never  been  denied  or 
called  in  question  as  the  history  of  all  ages  of  Christi 
anity  testifies;  the  Doceti  form  the  only  exception;  but 
they  were  a  small  sect  of  little  consequence,  and  their 
teaching  was  disregarded  by  the  rest  of  mankind.  We 
have  proved  the  Divinity  of  Christ  elsewhere.  Now, 
as  Christ  assumed  human  nature,  or  became  incarnate, 
His  humanity  must  have  all  that  which  is  required  to 
constitute  human  nature,  a  human  body  and  a  rational 
soul;  and  His  soul  must  be  endowed  with  free  will  which 
is  one  of  its  essential  attributes.  Besides  the  human 
will,  Christ  must  also  have  a  Divine  will,  for  He  is  God 
as  well  as  man,  and  as  God  is  an  Infinite  rational  sub 
stance,  He  must,  therefore,  have  a  Divine  will.  Hence, 
there  are  two  distinct  natures  in  Christ,  namely,  the 
Divine  and  human,  not  confused,  not  mixed  up,  but 
each  nature  remaining  in  its  own  distinct  order. 
Between  the  Divine  and  human  natures  there  is  a  hypo- 
static  or  personal  union,  and  the  two  natures  terminate 
in  the  Person  of  the  Son  of  God;  and  hence  there  is  no 
human  person  in  Christ,  the  Divine  Person  supplies  its 
place.  Hence,  it  is  by  the  union  of  the  two  natures  and 
by  their  termination  in  the  Divine  Person  that  the 
actions  of  Christ  are  of  infinite  merit;  and  hence  it  was 
that  God  suffered  and  died  in  His  human  nature;  and  by 
His  sufferings  and  death  we  have  been  redeemed.  If 
you  say  with  the  Nestorians,  that  there  are  two  persons 
in  Christ,  a  Divine  and  human  person,  you  destroy  the 
Incarnation  and  redemption  of  the  human  race,  for  if 
there  are  two  persons  in  Christ,  then,  it  was  simply  a 
man  who  suffered  and  died  on  the  cross;  but  the  merits 
of  a  human  person  or  of  a  man,  no  matter  how  holy  he 
may  be,  can  only  be  finite;  but  man,  by  his  transgres- 
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sion,  contracted  a  debt  with  Divine  Justice;  he  offended 
a  God  of  infinite  justice,  and  consequently  an  infinite 
satisfaction  was  required  to  liquidate  the  debt;  there  can 
be,  therefore,  only  one,  a  Divine  Person  in  Christ,  for 
otherwise  there  could  be  no  Incarnation  and  no  redemp 
tion  of  the  human  race.  As  Christ  is  the  invisible  head 
of  the  society  or  church  He  founded  for  man  to  gain  his 
supernatural  end,  He  is  her  Divine  Element.  And  as 
He  became  incarnate  and  redeemed  the  human  race, 
the  Incarnation  and  redemption  of  fallen  humanity,  are 
the  efficient  cause  of  the  supernatural  life,  or  sanctifying 
grace,  required  in  order  that  man  may  be  enabled  to 
gain  his  supernatural  end.  Hence,  the  supernatural 
life  comes  not  from  the  members  of  the  church,  but 
from  Christ  her  invisible  head.  The  church,  is  there 
fore,  more  than  an  organization;  she  is  an  organism 
living  her  own  Divine  life  from  her  own  centre,  receiv 
ing  it  from  Christ  her  Divine  Element,  and  imparting  it 
to  her  members.  This  supernatural  union,  of  which  we 
here  speak,  exists  only  between  Christ  and  those  mem 
bers  of  His  church,  who  have  supernatural  life  or  sanc 
tifying  grace,  which  pre-supposes  charity,  or  the  love  of 
God,  which  consists  in  keeping  His  commandments. 

Doctor  Brownson,  after  showing  that  the  church 
does  not  receive  her  supernatural  life  from  her  members, 
but  her  members  through  her,  says:  "This  is  what  our 
indifferentists  and  latitudinarians  do  not  sufficiently  con 
sider.  At  the  bottom  of  their  thought  there  lies  the 
error  that  the  Christian  precedes  and  makes  the  church, 
or  imparts  to  her  the  Christian  life.  This  is  undeniably 
the  case  with  nearly  all  Protestants  in  our  day.  It  is 
with  them  not  the  church  that  brings  forth  believers, 
but  that  believers  bring  forth  the  church.  Especially  is 
this  true  of  the  so-called  Evangelical  sects,  who  deny 
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baptismal  regeneration,  and  yet  assert  the  necessity  of 
being  born  again.  Individuals  come  to  the  church,  not 
to  be  regenerated  and  to  enter  upon  the  supernatural 
Christian  life,  but  they  come  to  her  because  they  are,  or 
fancy  they  are  regenerated.  The  Christian  life,  they 
hold,  may,  and  indeed  must  be  begotten  in  us  before 
approaching  the  church,  or  else  we  are  not  fit  to 
approach  her.  Hence,  very  few  Protestants  hold  union 
with  the  church  at  all  necessary  to  union  with  God,  or 
to  final  salvation.  Hence,  there  is  and  can  be  nothing 
fatal  in  schism,  or  in  separation  from  her  communion. 
For,  if  the  life  may  be  begotten  and  lived  independently  of 
union  with  the  church,  it  is  clear,  since  it  is  the  life  that 
saves,  that  to  be  in  her  communion  cannot  be  essential 
to  salvation.  But,  if  our  Protestant  friends  understood 
that  the  life  flows  from  the  Holy  Ghost  only  through  the 
church,  and  that  as  St.  Cyprian  says,  he  cannot  have 
God  for  his  Father  who  has  not  the  church  for  his 
mother,  they  would  see  at  once  that  schism,  or  disunion, 
must  be  fatal,  because  it  separates  the  Schismatic  from 
the  very  source  and  conditions  of  spiritual  life. 

This  error  is  occasioned  by  overlooking,  or  not  con 
sidering  the  fact,  that  the  church  is  an  organism  that 
lives  a  life  of  her  own,  and  from  her  own  centre,  and 
assimilates  to  herself  individuals  and  congregations  by  a 
law  analogous  to  that  by  which  the  body  assimilates  the 
food  which  is  eaten,  and  converts  it  into  living  flesh. 
The  church,  in  the  spiritual  order,  is  what  humanity  is 
in  the  natural  order.  She  is  in  fact,  regenerated 
humanity,  living  the  life  of  grace,  as  ungenerated 
humanity  lives  the  life  of  nature.  Or  we  may  say,  she  is 
the  new  creation,  holding  from  God  as  the  Author  of 
grace,  as  the  primitive  creation,  or  natural  order,  holds 
from  Him  as  the  Author  of  nature.  The  two  creations 
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are  analogous,  and  each,  so  to  speak,  has  its  type  in  the 
other.  Grace  corresponds  to  nature,  and  nature  corres 
ponds  to  grace.  The  conditions  of  life  in  the  order  of 
grace  must  then  be  to  some  extent  at  least,  analogous 
to  the  conditions  of  life  in  th  :  order  of  nature,  for  the 
earthly  is  made  after  the  patern  of  the  heavenly,  and 
mirrors,  either  reflects,  or  imitates  it.  In  the  primitive 
creation,  in  the  natural  order,  the  individual  can  be  born 
and  live  only  by  communion  with  God  through  natural 
humanity;  so  in  the  new  creation  he  can  be  born,  or 
regenerated,  and  live  only  by  communion  with  God 
through  regenerated  humanity.  The  conditions  of  birth 
in  the  new  creation,  if  birth  at  all,  must  be  analogous, 
as  far  a  spiritual  things  can  be  analogous  to  natural 
things,  to  the  conditions  of  birth  in  the  primitive  crea 
tion;  and  hence  St.  Paul  teaches  that  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife,  in  the  sacrament  of  marriage,  is  a 
figure  of  the  relation  of  Christ  and  the  church.  The 
church  is  called  the  bride,  or  the  spouse  of  Christ,  and 
the  mother  of  His  children,  the  joyful  mother  of  all  the 
faithful.  If  there  is  any  propriety  or  aptness  in  the 
figure,  the  church  performs  the  maternal  office  in  the 
spiritual  conception  and  birth  of  the  believer.  The 
believer  is  begotten  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  born  of  her, 
and  nourished  at  her  breast;  and  we  always  call  her  our 
mother  and  love  and  honor  her  as  such.  The  church 
can,  then,  no  more  derive  her  life  from  the  faithful,  than 
in  the  natural  order  the  mother  can  derive  her  natural 
life  from  her  children.  As  the  mother  precedes  the 
birth  of  her  child,  so  must  the  church  precede  the  birth 
of  the  believer. "  (i).  Besides  the  supernatural  union, 
or  the  union  of  sanctifying  grace,  between  Christ  and 


(i)   Brownson's  Review  July,  1875. 
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those  who  are  in  the  state  of  sanctifying  grace,  there  is 
a  union  of  faith  between  Him  and  all  those  who  give  a 
firm  and  unhesitating  assent  to  all  the  truths  supernat- 
urally  revealed,  even  though  they  are  beyond  the 
domain  of  natural  reason.  Some  of  the  truths  con 
tained  in  the  deposit  of  supernatural  revelation,  are  in 
the  supernatural  order.  Thus,  for  instance,  super 
natural  revelation  teaches  that  there  are  three  Divine 
Persons  in  one  God,  that  every  one  of  them  is  God,  that 
.they  are  really  distinct,  yet  have  only  one  essence,  one 
nature,  and  consequently  are  only  one  God.  Besides, 
there  are  many  more  truths  of  a  similar  nature,  found 
in  the  deposit  of  supernatural  revelation.  We  think  we 
have  sufficiently  proved  in  the  fore  part  of  this  work, 
that  God  has  made  a  supernatural  revelation  from  the 
fact  that  the  end  of  man  is  in  the  supernatural  order,  and 
that  consequently  he  must  have  supernatural  knowledge 
to  know  his  end,  and  supernatural  means  to  attain  it; 
for  otherwise  God  would  have  created  him  for  an  end, 
and  would  have  left  him  without  the  knowledge  and 
means  to  obtain  it,  which  is  not  admissible. 

The  truths  of  supernatural  revelation  are  to  be 
received  on  the  veracity  of  God  revealing  them.  God 
is  Infinite  Truth  in  His  essence,  because  between  His 
attributes  constituting  His  essence,  there  is  an  infinite 
and  most  perfect  harmony;  He  is  Infinite  Truth  in  know 
ing,  for  by  His  infinite  wisdom,  He  knows  all  things  as 
they  are;  and  He  is  therefore  Infinite  Truth  in  revealing; 
and  what  He  manifests  or  makes  known  to  created 
intelligences,  must  be  true;  hence,  theologians  say  that 
God  is  truth  in  essendo,  in  cognoscendo,  in  dicendo. 

Though  the  truth  revealed  is  beyond  the  sphere  of 
human  reason,  which  is  circumscribed  by  very  narrow 
limits,  yet  human  reason  is  not  sacrificed  in  giving  a  full 
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and  unhesitating  assent  to  all  which  God  reveals, 
because  He  is  the  Uncreated,  the  Infinite  Reason;  and 
by  accepting  His  revelation,  we  submit  our  reason  to  the 
Infinite  Reason,  or  to  God  Himself. 

As  supernatural  truths,  or  truths  of  faith,  do  not 
enter  within  the  domain  of  human  reason,  the  mind  by 
its  natural  powers  cannot  arrive  at  them.  In  order,  then, 
to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  faith,  the  mind  must  be 
elevated  above  its  natural  powers,  must  be  aided  by 
supernatural  light,  or  must  have  supernatural  revelation. 
But  as  God  is  the  Author  of  supernatural  revelation, 
there  must,  then,  be  a  union  between  Him  and  those 
who  have  received  it;  and  hence  that  union  must  be 
supernatural;  but  as  Christ  founded  a  church  and 
intrusted  to  her  the  deposit  of  supernatural  revelation, 
or  revealed  Himself  supernaturally  to  her,  there  is, 
therefore,  a  supernatural  union,  or  a  union  of  faith 
between  Him  and  the  church  He  founded. 

The  supernatural  union  of  faith  between  Christ  and 
His  church,  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  all  the 
members  should  have  supernatural  life  or  sanctifying 
grace,  for  faith  is  a  supernatural  and  intellectual  gift  or 
grace,  and  can  be  retained  even  with  the  loss  of  sancti 
fying  grace,  for  otherwise  he,  who  loses  sanctifying 
grace  by  the  commission  of  mortal  sin,  would  cease  to 
believe  or  know  supernatural  truths,  or  the  truths  of 
faith,  which  is  not  admissible,  and  not  founded  in  fact. 
It  is  true  that  faith  in  a  person  in  the  state  of  mortal  sin, 
is  dead  and  unavailable  to  eternal  life  as  long  as  he 
remains  in  that  state;  and  hence,  he  is  like  a  dead 
branch  on  a  living  vine,  while  in  a  state  of  enmity  with 
God,  yet  in  the  pale  of  the  true  church;  if  he  leave  the 
church,  he  cuts  off  the  ordinary  channel  through  which 
supernatural  life  can  be  conveyed  to  his  soul,  and  will 
consequently  perish. 
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Christ,  as  we  have  seen  elsewhere,  selected  a  certain 
class  of  men,  and  commissioned  them  to  teach  the 
truths  of  supernatural  revelation,  to  convey  the  means 
of  salvation  to  others,  and  to  appoint  others  to  the 
sacred  ministry  as  they  themselves  had  been  appointed; 
so  that  the  work  He  has  commenced  on  earth,  may  be 
perpetuated  to  the  end  of  time.  We  have,  then,  an 
ecclesia  docens  as  theologians  call  it,  or  a  teaching  church. 
Christ  did  not  commission  His  Apostles  and  their  lawful 
successors,  the  bishops  of  His  church,  to  teach  only  in 
one  locality  or  country;  but  He  commanded  them  to 
teach  all  nations.  To  teach  all  nations  requires  many 
bishops  and  other  subordinate  teachers  under  their  juris 
diction.  But  as  the  church  is  a  well  organized  society, 
and  must  therefore  have  a  supreme  authority,  and  as 
she  is  commissioned  to  teach  the  nations  of  the  earth 
the  truths  of  supernatural  revelation,  or  the  religion  of 
Christ,  all  the  lawful  bishops  and  other  teachers,  under 
their  jurisdiction,  are  subordinate  teachers  when  they 
teach  faith  and  morals,  that  is,  their  teachings  must 
coincide  or  harmonize  with  the  teachings  of  the 
supreme  authority  or  the  Pope,  who  in  virtue  of  his 
office  and  commission,  is  the  supreme  judge  of  faith  and 
morals.  As  Christ  founded  His  church  with  a  supreme 
visible  authority  to  govern  her,  to  be  the  judge  and 
teacher  of  the  truths  contained  in  the  deposit  of  super 
natural  revelation,  there  must  be  a  ministerial  union 
between  Him  and  the  supreme  visible  authority  of  His 
church;  and  that  authority  must  and  has  been  divinely 
commissioned  to  teach  faith  and  morals  as  is  evident 
from  the  nature  of  the  church,  and  from  the  end  for 
which  she  was  founded.  The  ministerial  union  between 
Christ  and  His  church  commenced  when  the  church 
was  fully  established;  when  St.  Peter  entered  on 
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his  commission  as  the  head  of  all  the  Apostles.  The 
ministerial  union  between  Christ  and  the  supreme  visible 
authority  of  His  church  must  continue  as  long  as  He 
has  a  church  on  earth,  for  if  you  separate  the  supreme 
visible  authority  of  the  church  from  Christ,  her  invisible 
head,  then,  He  has  no  church,  the  churcfi  would  then 
be  a  mere  human  institution.  The  supreme  visible 
authority  of  the  church,  teaching  faith  and  morals 
officially  or  ex  cathedra,  is  the  organ  of  her  Divine  Ele 
ment;  the  Divine  Spirit  giving  it  life  and  directing  it  to 
its  destined  end.  The  Divine  Element,  or  Christ  the 
Invisible  Head,  is  inerrable,  because  He  can  neither 
deceive  nor  be  deceived;  so  also,  the  human  Element  is 
inerrable,  because  it  cannot  exist  without  the  Divine; 
and  as  long  as  Christ  has  a  church,  the  two  elements 
must  remain  united.  The  human  element  would  indeed 
be  errable,  if  it  could  be  separated  from  the  Divine;  but 
as  this  separation  can  never  take  place,  it  must  be 
infallible  in  teaching  faith  and  morals. 

But  Christ  commissioned  the  Apostles  and  their  suc 
cessors,  the  bishops  of  His  church,  to  preach  the 
Gospel  to  all  nations,  and  promised  to  remain  with  them 
until  the  end  o'f  the  world;  therefore,  the  ministerial 
union  applies  equally  to  all  the  bishops  as  well  as  to  St. 
Peter  and  his  successors,  the  Roman  Pontiffs.  The 
church  is  one  whole;  and  all  the  bishops  are  integral 
parts  of  her,  and  as  such  united  with  her  supreme 
authority,  or  with  the  Pope,  there  is  a  ministerial  union 
between  Christ  and  them.  If  any  bishop  or  number  of 
bishops  sever  their  union  from  the  supreme  authority  of 
the  church,  by  refusing  to  acknowledge  or  obey  the 
Pope  as  their  head,  they  destroy  the  ministerial  union 
between  Christ  and  themselves;  and  as  limbs  lopped 
from  a  living  tree  cease  to  have  life,  so  by  their  separa- 
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tion  from  the  chair  of  unity,  they  lose  their  supernatural 
life.  Hence  St.  Optatus  says,  in  his  second  book 
against  Parminian,  that  on  Peter  first,  the  head  of  the 
Apostles,  was  the  episcopal  chair  conferred,  that  no  one 
of  the  other  Apostles  contended  for  or  sat  up  a  chair  for 
himself  against  the  single  chair;  that  if  any  one  of  them 
would  have  done  so,  he  would  have  been  a  schismatic 
and  a  sinner. 

It  is  true  that  the  sacraments  have  their  efficacy  from 
the  merits  of  Christ,  and  are  channels  through  which 
grace  is  conveyed  to  the  soul;  but  the  supreme  authority 
of  the  church  or  the  Pope  is  the  guardian  of  the  sacra 
ments  as  well  as  of  the  other  spiritual  goods  of  the 
church.  It  belongs  to  his  office  to  see  that  the  sacra 
ments  are  administered  by  ministers  in  communion  with 
the  Holy  See,  and  by  persons  properly  constituted  by 
lawful  ecclesiastical  authority.  He,  who  knowingly 
receives  sacraments  from  a  schismatical  or  heretical 
bishop  or  priest,  is  an  accomplice  of  his  schism  or 
heresy,  either  of  which  is  an  enormous  crime;  and  for 
him  the  sacraments  are  not  a  source  of  grace,  but  a 
cause  of  damnation.  Hence,  the  church  receives  her 
supernatural  life  from  the  Incarnation  and  merits  of 
Christ  through  the  Pope,  the  channel  through  which 
that  life  flows. 

"The  church,"  says  Brownson,  "though,  like  all 
living  organisms,  invisible  as  to  the  principle  of  her 
life,  is  an  outward  visible  body.  The  doctors  distin 
guish,  indeed,  between  the  soul  of  the  church  and  the 
body;  as  in  men  we  distinguish  between  the  soul  and 
body;  but  the  invisible  and  the  visible  do  not  constitute 
two  distinct  organisms,  any  more  than  the  body  and 
soul  in  man  constitutes  two  different  persons.  Man, 
though  composed  of  soul  and  body,  is  one  man,  in 
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whom  there  is  a  union  of  the  spiritual  and  material 
natures  in  one  person.  The  church  derives,  as  we  have 
said,  from  the  Incarnation,  and  includes  both  the  Divine 
and  the  human,  and  is,  as  it  were,  an  extension  of  the 
Incarnation.  Yet  it  includes  the  human  as  it  is,  not  as 
the  soul  alone,  but  as  the  soul  and  body;  and  as  the 
soul  is  the  forma  corporis,  she  can  be  no  living  church 
without  the  union  of  body  and  soul.  As  we  can  com 
mune  with  the  soul  in  man  only  through  the  body,  so  in 
the  church  we  can  commune  with  the  soul,  the  anima 
ecclesice,  only  through  her  body,— with  the  invisible  only 
through  the  visible  church;  for  though  the  body  may 
bear  things  which  do  not  pertain  to  the  soul,  the  soul 
and  body  constitute  simply  one  church  and  are  insepa 
rable;  otherwise  the  church  would  be  subject  to  dissolu 
tion,  and  might  fail,  as  we  know  she  cannot. 

The   unity  of   the   church  as   invisible,    demands  her 
unity  as  visible;  the  unity  of  the  soul  requires  the   unity 
of   the   body,   for   we   cannot  conceive   the   soul   as   the 
forma  of  several  distinct  and  separate  bodies,  or  regard 
the  church   as  a  monster.      If  the  church  is  indissulibly 
soul   and  body,  visible  and  invisible,  and  if  she   be  the 
maternal    source   of   Christian    life,    which   is   love    and 
springs  from  and  tends  to  unity,  she  must  represent  in 
her  visible  organization  the  invisible  unit}',  and  be  alike 
in  body  and  soul.      All  agree  that  the  church  is  Catholic; 
but  if  Catholic,  she   must   be  one,  for   what  is   not  one 
cannot    be    Catholic.      Multiplicity   is   as   repugnant    to 
Catholicity  as   to   unity.      There   can    be   no  composite 
Catholicity.      To  attempt  to  get  at  a  conception  of  Catho 
licity    by    the    indefinite    aggregation    of    particles,     is 
as  absurd   as   to   attempt   to    reach    the    infinite    by   the 
indefinite  aggregation  of  measurable  quantities;  or  eter- 
n;ty    by  the    indefinite    aggregation  of  moments.      The 
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larger  the  number  aggregated,  the  further  we  are 
removed  from  Catholicity,  or  the  universal,  for  the  more 
limited,  relatively  at  least,  is  each  particular.  Hence 
the  church,  if  Catholic  as  all  who  profess  the  Apostles' 
creed  acknowledge,  must  be  one.  Her  Catholicity 
asserts  necessarily  her  unity,  and  her  visible  Catholicity 
her  visible  unity.  She  is,  then,  a  visible  as  well  as  an 
invisible  organism. 

This  established,  the  reason  becomes  evident  why  the 
constitution  of  the  church  is  Papal,  not  simply  Presby 
terian  or  Episcopal,  and  why  the  church  of  Rome  must 
be  regarded  as  the  Mother  and  Mistress  of  all  the 
churches.  The  church  as  visible  must  have  a  visible 
center  of  unity,  a  center  of  visible  life  from  which  every 
thing  in  the  visible  order  takes  its  rise.  But  without 
the  Pope  and  the  Roman  See,  made  one  in  spiritual 
marriage,  this  visible  and  central  life  is  not  conceivable. 
Without  the  Papal  constitution,  there  would  be  nothing 
in  the  visible  order  to  represent  the  invisible  unity, 
which  is  tantamount  to  saying  that  there  is  no  visible 
church  at  all.  But  this  again,  on  the  principle  we  have 
established,  would  be  saying  that  there  is  no  medium  of 
access  to  the  invisible  church,  and  therefore,  there  is  and 
can  be  no  spiritual  regeneration,  or  new  birth.  We 
should  be  as  to  the  spiritual  life,  practically,  as  if  Christ 
had  not  been  incarnated,  and  there  were  no  church.  It 
follows  from  this  that  the  Papacy  is  fundamental,  essen 
tial  to  the  very  conception  of  the  church  in  the  visible 
order;  and  without  it  the  visible  church  can  neither  be, 
nor  be  conceived,  (i) 

As  in  the  civil  order  the  validity  or  nullity  of  the 
official  acts  does  not  depend  on  the  righteousness  or 


(i)  Brownson's  Review,  page  304,  July,  1875. 
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unrighteousness  of  the  legitimate  official;  it  is  the  same 
in  the  church.  Hence,  the  union  of  sanctifying  grace 
is  not  essentially  necessary  for  the  validity  of  the  official 
acts  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  ligitimately  appointed 
or  constituted  to  teach  the  truths  of  supernatural  reve 
lation,  and  to  convey  through  the  sacraments,  the 
ordinary  channel  of  grace,  the  means  of  salvation  to 
men.  The  validly  ordained  officials  of  the  church  are 
instruments  in  the  hands  of  God  for  the  benefit  of 
others,  and  used  by  Him  to  convey  the  ordinary  means 
of  salvation;  if  any  of  them  should  be  wicked,  which 
God  avert,  their  vices  cannot  effect  the  gifts  God  con 
veys  through  them. 

As  the  rays  of  the  sun  are  not  polluted  by  falling  on 
impure  objects,  so  the  gifts  of  God  are  not  less  valuable 
if  unfortunately  they  should  be  conveyed  through  an 
impure  channel.  If  the  unworthiness  of  the  ministers 
of  God,  as  it  may  sometimes  happen  that  an  unworthy 
priest  may  administer  sacraments,  and  discharge  other 
diuies  belonging  to  the  priestly  office,  would  render  his 
official  acts  null,  then,  the  ordinary  means  ordained  by 
God  for  the  salvation  of  men,  would  be  uncertain;  but 
uncertain  means  cannot  lead  to  a  certain  end;  then,  God 
would  leave  man  in  uncertainty  whether  he  would  be 
saved  or  lost;  but  as  God  wishes  the  supernatural  end 
•of  man,  He  must  infallibly  furnish  the  means;  but  as 
He  furnishes  the  ordinary  means  through  His  ministers, 
and  as  the  means  must  be  certain  to  gain  the  end,  the 
unworthiness  of  the  minister  can  therefore  neither 
destroy  them  nor  render  them  uncertain. 

As  the  civil  order  would  be  destroyed,  if  the  wicked 
ness  of  its  officials  rendered  their  official  acts  null,  so 
would  be  the  spiritual,  and  consequently  the  church, 
because  if  the  validity  of  the  official  acts  of  the  min- 
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ister  validly  ordained,  according  to  the  directions  of 
Christ,  depended  on  his  worthiness  or  unworthiness,  we 
could  not  know  who  Christ's  ministers  are,  because  we 
cannot  know,  at  least  with  certainty,  who  is  in  the  state 
of  sanctifying  grace,  and  who  is  in  the  state  of  mortal 
sin.  The  ministry  instituted  by  Christ  would,  then,  be 
invisib'e;  but  a  visibly  organized  body  must  have  a  visi 
ble  ministry  and  a  visible  government,  otherwise  it  can 
have  no  existence.  The  doctrine,  then,  that  the  validity 
of  the  official  acts  of  the  ministry  instituted  by  Christ 
for  his  church  requires  that  the  minister  must  be  united 
with  Him  by  sanctifying  grace,  or  that  he  must  be  a 
righteous  man  before  God,  destroys  the  whole  society  or 
church. 


CHAPTER    THIRTY-SIXTH. 

THE  DIVINE  ELEMENT  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

IT  IS  not  only  evident  from  her  nature  and  constitu 
tion  that  the  church  has  a  Divine  Element,  but  it  is  a 
fact  well  attested  in  her  history.  Christ,  the  Founder  of 
the  Christian  or  Catholic  church,  selected  twelve  men 
to  continue  the  work  commenced  by  Him  on  earth,  to 
announce  the  Christian  or  Catholic  faith  to  all  nations 
and  to  plant  the  church  in  every  land.  These  men  had 
no  profound  knowledge;  they  were  not  trained  in  science 
in  the  celebrated  school  of  Athens;  they  were  not  con 
versant  with  the  philosopical  teachings  of  Plato  and 
Aristotle;  they  were  unacquainted  with  rhetoric,  oratory, 
the  art  of  speaking,  but  were  poor  simple  fishermen, 
and  even  imperfectly  acquainted  with  the  language  they 
spoke.  Their  occupation  and  position  in  life  prevented 
them  from  moving  in  the  circle  of  polished  and  educated 
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society,  and  consequently  they  could  have  no  influence 
on  the   powerful   ones,   not   only   of  the   Jews,    but   not 
even  of  the  pagan  world,  to  assist  them  in  their  mission.. 
Both   Jews  and    pagans   were   hostile   to   the   Christian 
religion,  and  opposed  it  as  far  as  it  was  in  their  power, 
Poor  fishermen  proclaimed  doctrines  to  the  worlds, 
which   cannot  be   fathomed  by  human  reason,  such   as 
the  doctrine  of  a  Triune  God,  of  the  Incarnation,  of  the 
Second   Person  of  the  Blessed  Trinity,  of  the  resurrec 
tion  of  the  dead  before  the  last,  or  universal  judgment. 
The   proud  philosophers  and   incredulous  disdained   to 
receive  the  sublime  teachings  of  Christianity;  and  looked: 
upon    them    as    an    outrage    on    human    reason.       The 
Apostles    not    only    taught    truths    in   the    supernatural 
order,  or   truths  beyond  the  domain  of  human    reason, 
but  they  moreover  taught    their  followers  to  deny  them 
selves,  to  restrain  their  passions  and  to  keep  them  in 
subjection.       The    proud    were    required    to     practice 
humility,  the  unchaste,  to  lead  pure  lives,  the  vindictive, 
to  forgive  injuries  and  to   love  their  enemies;   and    the 
ambitious  were  required   to  reject  and  despise  unlawful 
honors.      Hence,     under    such    circumstances,     in    the 
natural    order  of    things,    it  was  utterly    impossible  for 
poor  fishermen,  destitute  of  human  learning,  to  succeed 
in   inducing   men    to   embrace   their   teachings,    to  curb 
their  passions,  to  subject  them  to  reason,  and  to  prac 
tice  the  virtues  Christianity  requires.      Moreover,  those 
who    had    embraced    Christianity,   were    regarded    as    a 
wicked  and  flagitious  sort  of  persons,  and  consequently 
appeared  vile  and  contemptible  in  the  eyes  of  the  pagan 
world.      They  were  considered  as  public  enemies  who 
conspired  to  overthrow  the  state;  and  whatever  public 
calamity  happened,  was  attributed  to  them.      They  were, 
moreover,  exposed  to  the  danger  of  having  their  goods 
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confiscated,  and  to  the  danger  of  suffering  a  cruel  mar 
tyrdom  for  their  Christian  faith,  as  can  be  seen  in  the 
Apology  of  Tertullian,  in  the  Annals  of  Tacitus  and  in 
other  ancient  writings: 

"To  an  impartial  observer,"  says  Darras,  "the  pro 
pagation  of  Christianity  in  the  midst  of  a  society  where, 
during  three  hundred  years,  the  name  of  Christian  was  a 
capital  crime,  can  only  be  explained  by  admitting  the 
Divinity  of  its  doctrine  and  mission.  Everything,  in 
fact,  was  opposed  to  its  diffusion.  Polytheism,  rooted 
in  the  manners,  habits,  belief,  literature,  legislation, 
public  and  private  life,  disposed  of  all  power,  rallied 
all  sympathies,  commanded  respect  and  imposed  sub 
mission.  Despite  its  moral  weakness  and  incredulity  of 
the  educated  classes,  it  is  not  the  less  a  fact,  that  in  the 
earlier  times  of  the  church  the  great  masses  of  the 
people  were  bound  by  an  old  hereditary  attachment  to 
the  worship  of  idols.  The  Gospel  had  not  only  to  com 
bat  the  strong  impressions  of  youth,  the  Polytheistic 
education  and  prejudices  imbibed  with  the  mother's  first 
teachings,  but  polytheism  itself  was  regarded  as  the 
primitive  religion,  whose  origin  was  concealed  in  the 
night  of  time;  under  whose  protecting  influence  were 
formed  the  families  and  foundations  of  empires.  In  the 
Roman  world  the  worship  of  the  gods  and  the  institu 
tions  that  belonged  to  it,  were  bound  by  the  closest  ties 
to  the  system  of  the  state,  and  bore  in  the  highest 
degree,  a  political  character.  The  center  of  the  empire 
the  city  on  the  seven  hills  was  herself  the  object  of 
religious  worship.  The  belief  in  the  divinities  of  the 
empire  was  so  identified  with  the  sentiments  of  patriot 
ism,  that  it  seemed  impossible  to  abandon  one  without 
violating  the  other.  To  attack  traditions  consolidated 
by  the  laws  of  many  ages,  confirmed  by  the  victorious 
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majesty  and  universal  domination  of  Rome,  was  high 
treason — was  to  shake  the  very  foundation  of  the  state 
— was  to  be  declared  an  enemy  of  the  commonwealth. 
Such  was  the  manner  of  thinking,  deeply  rooted  and 
everywhere  accepted,  against  which,  as  against  a  wall 
of  brass,  it  would  seem  that  all  the  efforts  of  the  Evan 
gelic  messengers  must  have  been  annihilated.  To  these 
external  obstacles  others  were  joined  arising  from  the 
intrinsic  seventy  of  Christian  morals,  the  austerities  of 
its  dogmas,  and  the  mysteries  that  enveloped  its 
worship.  He,  who  sincerely  embraced  the  faith  of 
Jesus  Christ  at  this  epoch,  virtually  banished  himself 
from  life,  and  from  the  whole  world  such  as  paganism 
had  made  it.  He  could  take  no  part  in  the  public  cere 
monies,  all  being  placed  under  the  invocation  of  the 
gods;  nor  in  the  theatre;  nor  in  the  favorite  games  of 
the  people;  nor  in  the  bloody  combats  of  the  gladiators. 
He  was  excluded  from  the  festivals  and  joyous  solemni 
ties  where  the  emperor  distributed  the  flesh  of  the 
victims;  he  was  excluded  from  the  repasts  of  families  or 
of  societies,  all  preceded  by  libations  to  idols.  The 
Christian  life,  therefore,  appeared  to  the  pagans  as  an 
unsocial  spirit  of  isolation,  indicating  a  hatred  of  society. 
From  the  little  that  is  known  of  the  kind  of  frenzy  with 
which  the  people  rushed  to  the  representations  of  the 
circus,  and  to  the  conflicts  of  the  arena,  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  understanding  Tertullian  who  said:  'The 
idea  of  being  obliged  to  renounce  the  pleasures,  the 
sensuality,  the  passions  of  the  world,  deters  more  from 
Christianity  than  the  fear  of  being  condemned  to  death 
for  having  embraced  it.'  "  (i) 

Notwithstanding    all    the    obstacles    that    presented 


(i)  Darras's  Church  History,  Vol.  i,  page  337. 
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themselves,  the  Apostles  went  forth  over  the  earth,  and 
announced  the  doctrines  of  a  crucified  God;  they 
declared  an  implacable  war,  not  only  against  the 
incredulity  of  the  Jews,  but  also  against  idolatry  and  all 
the  other  vices  of  the  Roman  Empire,  which  then 
extended  its  sway  over  the  greater  part  of  the  known 
world.  They  declared  that  the  gods  of  paganism  were 
wicked,  defunct  men  and  demons,  that  it  was  impious  in 
the  highest  degree  to  worship  them.  The  object  of 
their  mission  was  to  destroy  the  pagan  worship  of  the 
nations  of  the  earth,  and  to  establish  the  reign  of  Christ 
in  every  land.  Hence,  they  must  have  met  with  the 
greatest  opposition;  yet  before  the  first  century  had 
elapsed,  the  Christian  or  Catholic  faith  was  propagated 
over  the  world.  Seneca,  a  pagan  philosopher,  who 
lived  in  the  first  century,  speaking  of  the  Christians 
says:  "Since  in  the  mean  time  the  custom  of  this  most 
wicked  nation  has  prevailed  to  such  a  degree,  and  is 
received  in  every  land;  that  the  conquered  give  la\vs  to 
the  conquerors."  (i) 

In  the  year  112  Pliny,  the  Proconsul  of  Asia,  thus 
writes  to  the  Emperor  Trajan:  "The  affair  seems  to  be 
well  worth  consultation,  especially  on  account  of  the 
great  number  of  those  that  are  in  danger;  for  there  are 
many  of  every  age,  of  every  rank,  and  of  both  sexes, 
who  are  now  and  hereafter  likely  to  be  called  to  an 
account,  and  to  be  in  danger;  for  this  superstition  is 
spread  like  contagion,  not  only  in  the  cities,  but  in  the 
villages,  which  yet,  there  is  reason  to  hope,  may  be 
stopped  and  corrected.  The  temples  of  the  gods  are 
now  nearly  abandoned,  and  the  sacred  rites  have  ceased 
for  a  long  time."  (2) 


(i)  Apud  S  Augus.  De.  Cir  Dei  Lib.  6  c  n,  No.  36.  Et  inter  fragm 
libris  Senecca  to.  4.  (2)  Lib  10.,  Ep  97.,  Justin  M.  Dial  cum  Tryph. 
c.  117. 
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"There  is  no  people,"  says  St.  Justin  Martyr, 
"whether  Greek  or  barbarian,  among  whom  prayers  and 
thanksgiving  are  not  offered  to  the  Father  and  Creator  of 
the  world  in  the  name  of  Christ  crucified. "  (i)  St.  Iraeneus 
in  speaking  of  the  church  as  extending  to  the  ends  of 
the  earth,  does  not  confine  himself  to  loose  and  general 
assertions,  but  specifies  the  churches  in  Germany,  in 
Spain,  in  Gaul,  in  Egypt,  in  Africa,  and  in  the  regions 
in  the  middle  of  the  earth;  by  whidh  he  means  the 
churches  in  Palestine.  Clement  of  Alexandria,  also,  a 
writer  of  the  second  century,  says: 

"The  philosophers  satisfied  only  their  peculiar  fol 
lowers;  but  the  word  of  our  Teacher  (Christ)  was  not 
confined  to  Judea,  as  philosophy  was  to  Greece,  but  was 
diffused  over  the  whole  inhabited  earth;  convincing 
nations  and  villages,  and  whole  cities,  and  households, 
and  individual  hearers,  both  among  Greeks  and  bar 
barians,  and  bringing  under  not  a  few  of  the  philosophers 
themselves  to  the  truth."  (2) 

Turtullian  thus  addressing  the  pagans,  exclaims: 
"We  are  a  people  of  yesterday,  and  yet  we  have  filled 
every  place  belonging  to  you — cities,  islands,  castles, 
towns,  assemblies,  your  very  camp,  your  tribes,  com 
panies,  palace,  senate,  forum;  we  leave  you  your  temples 

only For  if  so  large  a  body  of  men  as  we,  were  to 

break  away  from  you  into  some  remote  corner  of  the 
globe,  surely  the  loss  of  so  many  citizens,  of  whatever 
sort  they  might  be,  would  cover  your  kingdom  with 
shame;  yea,  and  would  punish  you  by  their  desertion  of 
you.  Doubtless  you  would  tremble  at  your  own  deso 
lation,  at  the  silence  of  all  things,  at  the  death-like 


(i)  Avers.  Hseres.  Lib  i.  c  10.     (2)  Strom.  L.  6. 
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stupor  of  the  whole  world.  You  would  have  to  seek 
others  to  govern,  (i) 

The  church  historian  Darras  says:  "Lucca  regards 
as  her  first  Apostle  St.  Paulinus,  who  was  sent  to  Etru- 
ria  by  the  prince  of  the  Apostles.  Fiesole,  St.  Romulus; 
Ravenna,  St.  Apollinaris;  Milan,  St.  Anathalow;  Aqui- 
leia,  St.  Mark;  Bologna,  St.  Zamas,  sent  by  Pope  St. 
Dionysius  under  the  Emperor  Gallinus,  (A.  D.  255,) 
Pozzuoli  had  for  its  first  bishop  Patrobas,  mentioned  by 
St.  Paul  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Romans.  The  ancient 
martyrologies  date  at  an  equally  remote  epoch  the  apos 
tolic  institution  of  Beneventum,  of  Priscus  at  Capua,  of 
St.  Asper  at  Naples,  of  Philip  of  Argyrium  at  Palermo, 
and  St.  Marcian,  first  bishop  of  Syracuse. 

The  origin  of  Christianity  in  Proconsular  Africa, 
though  rather  obscure  in  the  first  century,  was  gloriously 
developed  in  the  second.  The  principal  See  of  the 
church  from  the  desert  of  Barca  to  the  Atlantic,  was 
Carthage,  a  magnificent  and  popular  city,  long  since 
raised  from  its  ruins,  and  then,  through  its  commerce, 
connected  with  the  whole  world.  Towards  the  end  of 
the  second  century,  Agripinus,  who  was  bishop  of  this 
city,  convoked  a  synod  of  seventy  other  bishops.  In  the 
time  of  Tertullian  the  religion  of  Jesus  Christ  had  pen 
etrated  among  the  primitive  Africans,  the  Gentuli  and 
Moors,  who  inhabited  the  interior  of  the  country  in  the 
gorges  and  the  valleys  of  Atlas — chiefly  nomadic  tribes, 
speaking  an  idiom  of  their  own.  In  the  three  first  cen 
turies  the  northwest  of  Africa  was  divided  in  three 
ecclesiastical  provinces,  viz:  Proconsular  Africa,  Numidia 
and  Mauritania.  In  the  following  century  there  were 
six,  including  those  just  mentioned,  viz:  the  Tripolitan, 


(i)  Apol.  of  Turtill.   27. 
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which  had  five  bishops,  the  Bysacene,  and  Mauritania 
Coesariensis.  The  church  of  Spain  (A.  D.  250)  appears 
for  the  first  time  in  history  when  two  bishops,  Basilides 
of  Astorga  and  Martial  of  Leon,  having  apostatized  in 
the  persecution  of  Decius,  were  deposed  by  a  synod. 
The  apostolic  epoch  of  the  first  bishop  of  that  country 
is  not  less  supported  by  traditions  sufficiently  probable. 
In  A.  D.  306,  the  council  Elvira  (Eleberis),  held  by  nine 
teen  bishops  proves  that  Christianity,  at  that  epoch, 
was  flourishing  in  that  country.  The  Gauls,  converted 
as  early  as  the  first  century  by  the  disciples  of  the 
Apostles,  who  had  seen  S.  S.  Pothinus  and  Iraeneus  at 
Lyons,  St.  Trophimus  at  Aries,  St.  Benignus  at  Autun, 
St.  Victor  at  Marseilles,  S.  S.  Donatian  and  Rogatian 
at  Nantes,  could  count  in  the  third  century  almost  as 
many  episcopal  Sees  as  there  were  important  cities.  In 
the  council  of  Aries,  held  against  the  Donatists  (A.  D. 
113),  there  were  present  the  bishops  of  Rheims,  of 
Vaison,  of  Bordeaux,  and  envoys  from  the  churches  of 
Mende  (Gabales),  of  Orange,  Apt,  and  Nice.  In  the 
countries  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Rhine,  and  divided 
into  upper  and  lower  Germany,  the  Christian  religion 
was  already  powerful  in  the  second  century.  Treves, 
Cologne,  Maastricht,  Spires,  Mayence,  were  so  many 
religious  centres,  whence  the  doctrine  of  the  Gospel  was 
spread  over  the  more  remote  countries  of  Germany. 
The  borders  of  the  Danube,  Norica  Vindelicia,  and 
Rhetia  (Austria,  Bavaria,  the  Tyrol,  and  the  Grisons), 
whose  principal  cities  were  populated  by  Roman  colo 
nies  (Laureacum,  Augusto  Vindelicorum,  Tredentum), 
Larch,  Augsburg,  Trent,  had  early  received  the  seeds 
of  faith,  and  the  persecution  of  Dioclesian  made  numer 
ous  martyrs  there.  Great  Britain  had  received,  under 
the  reign  of  Claudius,  Roman  colonies  who  brought 
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with  them  the  doctrines  of  the  Gospel — and  almost  the 
entire  people  were 'Christians.  Gildas,  the  most  ancient 
writer  of  this  nation,  relates  that  in  (A.  D.  303),  on  the 
promulgation  of  the  sanguinary  edicts  of  Dioclesian, 
the  churches  were  demolished,  the  sacred  books  burned 
publicly  in  the  streets,  and  a  multitude  of  priests  and 
laics  were  put  to  death — so  that  the  forests  and  caverns, 
which  served  as  places  of  refuge  to  the  Christians, 
seemed  to  have  more  inhabitants  than  the  cities.  The 
first  British  martyr  was  St.  Alban  of  Verulam,  converted 
by  a  fugitive  priest  to  whom  he  had  given  hospitality. 
After  the  close  of  the  persecution  there  appeared  at  the 
synod  of  Aries  three  British  bishops,  Eborus  of  York, 
Restitutus  of  London,  and  Adelphius  civitate  colonia: 
Londineusium  (perhaps  Lincoln).  Thrace,  Heminontus, 
Rhodope,  Scythia,  and  lower  Mesia  had  on  the  shores 
of  the  Mediterranean,  churches  as  flourishing  as  those 
of  Great  Britain.  In  Macedonia,  Thessolonica,  Philippi, 
Bersea  the  Apostolic  churches  had  not  degenerated  in 
the  third  century  from  their  primitive  fervor.  Athens, 
the  capital  of  ancient  Greek  civilization,  Byzantium, 
destined  to  become  the  queen  of  a  new  empire,  had 
long  been  conquests  of  the  faith. 

Tlu  East  presented  the  same  scene  of  Christian  faith 
and  fecundity.  From  Jerusalem,  the  cradle  of  Christi 
anity,  the  Gospel  had  been  spread  over  all  the  cities  of 
Palestine,, Phoenicia,  and  Syria.  The  names  of  Caesarea, 
of  Palestine,  of  Tyre,  Sidon,  Ptolemais,  Berytus, 
Tripoli,  Biblos,  Selencia,  Apamea,  Hieropolis,  Samo- 
sata,  and,  above  all,  Antioch,  recall  great  and  illustri 
ous  churches.  In  Roman  Arabia,  in  the  Osrhoene, 
Edessa,  the  capital,  had  received  the  Gospel  at  an  early 
period.  In  Mesopotamia  and  Chaldea  the  churches  of 
Amida,  Nisibis,  Selencia,  and  Ctesiphon  were  cele- 
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brated.  Asia  Minor,  evangelized  by  St.  Paul,  had  its 
illustrious  Sees  of  Ephesus,  Leodicea,  Pergamos,  Phil 
adelphia,  Thyatira,  Tarsus,  Mopsuesta,  Smyrna,  Icon- 
ium,  Myra,  Miletus,  Antioch  of  Pisidia,  Corinth,  Nice, 
Chalcedon,  etc.  The  isles  of  Crete,  Cyprus,  and  the 
Archipelago,  were  filled  with  Christians.  Armenia,  and 
even  Persia,  in  spite  of  the  frequent  persecutions  which 
were  directed  against  Christianity,  counted  numerous 
and  flourishing  churches.  Egypt,  evangelized  by  St. 
Mark,  who  founded  the  patriarchate  of  Alexandria,  sent 
to  the  council  of  Nice  the  bishops  Naucrates,  Phtinontis, 
Pelusium,  Panephysus.  Memphis,  and  Heraclea.  The 
Thebais,  which  was  to  be  so  fruitful  in  examples  of 
sanctity, 'had  in  the  third  century  as  episcopal  churches, 
Antinoe,  Hermopolis,  and  Lycopolis.  Ptolemais  was 
the  metropolis  of  the  Pentapolis,  which  numbered  many 
bishoprics.  Hence,  it  is  evident  that  the  conquest  of 
Christianity  in  the  third  century  included  all  the  coun 
tries  of  the  known  world."  (i) 

Now,  it  is  not  in  the  natural  order  of  things  that 
poor  unlettered  fishermen  could  ever  have  succeeded  in 
spreading  the  doctrines  of  Christianity  over  the  world 
unaided  by  a  supernatural  power.  The  propagation  of 
the  Christian  faith,  or  the  Catholic  church,  was  there 
fore  the  effect  of  the  power  of  God,  Who  co-operated 
with  the  Apostles  in  the  work  of  their  ministry.  The 
church  has,  therefore,  a  Divine  Element.  St.  Augustin 
uses  the  following  argument:  Either  Christianity  was 
propagated  by  miracles,  or  it  was  not,  if  it  was,  then,  it 
is  the  work  of  God;  if  it  was  not,  then,  its  propagation 
is  the  greatest  of  all  miracles;  then  again,  it  is  the  work 
of  God,  and  consequently  Divine.  We  therefore  again 


(i)  Darras's  Church  History,  Vol.  I,  Page  334. 
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conclude  that  the  church  has  a  Divine  Element  which 
enabled  the  Apostles  in  an  incredibly  short  time,  to 
extend  to  religion  of  Christ  over  the  world. 


CHAPTER     THIRTY-SEVENTH. 

THE  DIVINE  ELEMENT  OF  THE  CHURCH 
CONTINUED. 

BESIDES  the  rapid  propagation  of  Christianity  over 
the  world,  its  preservation,  particularly  during  the 
ages  of  pagan  persecution,  is  not  less  a  proof  of  its 
Divine  Element.  It  is  a  grave  error  to  suppose  that  the 
pagan  world  tamely  suffered  Christianity  to  remain 
unmolested  in  extending  its  sway  over  the  globe.  It  is 
true  that  Christianity  had  a  short  interval  of  peace  under 
the  emperor  Tiberius;  but  the  half  of  the  first  century 
had  scarcely  elapsed  when  the  first  general  persecution 
against  the  Christians  was  commenced  by  the  emperor 
Nero.  All  that  was  required  of  the  Christians  to  escape 
persecution  and  death,  was  to  renounce  their  Christian 
faith,  to  conform  to  the  religion  of  the  empire,  to 
acknowledge  and  worship  the  pagan  divinities.  Every 
inducement  was  held  out  to  prevail  on  the  Christians  to 
apostatize.  Frequently  the  persecutors,  to  induce  the 
Christians  to  renounce  their  religion  and  to  conform  to 
the  religion  of  the  state,  promised  to  procure  honorable 
and  lucrative  offices  or  employment  for  them.  They 
promised  them  the  esteem  of  the  grandees  of  the  empire, 
and  even  the  friendship  of  the  emperor  himself,  and 
threatened  them  with  a  most  cruel  death  if  they  refused 
to  obey  the  edicts  of  the  emperor  and  the  laws  requiring 
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them  to  worship  the  gods  of  the  empire.  Did  the 
Christians  accept  the  terms  of  their  persecutors?  By 
no  means.  They  exclaimed,  we  are  Christians  and  are 
prepared  to  seal  our  faith  in  our  blood  rather  than  to 
renounce  Christ  our  God  and  Saviour. 

The  laws  of  the  empire,  at  the  time  Christianity 
made  its  appearance,  prohibited  all  foreign  religions  as 
can  be  collected  from  Cicero's  work,  «De  Natura 
Deorum,"  and  from  the  laws  of  the  empire.  These 
laws  were  mainly  directed  against  atheists  and  male 
factors,  and  as  such  the  Christians  were  regarded  as  can 
be  seen  in  the  writings  of  the  Christian  apologists.  The 
pagan  Suatonius  mentions  an  edict,  which  he  thinks 
was  commendably  issued  by  Nero;  and  which  regards 
the  Christians  as  a  class  of  men,  who  make  profession 
of  a  new  and  pernicious  superstition,  and  as  such,  it  is 
decreed,  they  must  suffer  punishment.  The  magistrates 
were  at  liberty  to  enforce  the  persecuting  laws  at  any 
time  at  their  pleasure;  and  as  the  Christians,  even  in 
the  first  century,  were  numerous  in  all  places,  and  were 
an  object  of  hatred  to  the  pagans,  whose  depraved 
morals  they  severely  censured  by  the  purity  of  their 
lives,  pagan  hate  called  for  their  extermination;  and 
hence,  even  in  the  first  century,  an  immense  number  of 
Christians  must  have  suffered,  and  in  reality  did  suffer 
martyrdom,  as  Tacitus  informs  us  in  the  fifteenth  book 
of  his  annals. 

In  relation  to  the  general  persecution  under  Nero, 
Darras  says:  "The  first  general  persecution  of  the 
church  had  just  begun  by  order  of  Nero.  The  pretext 
was  worthy  of  the  tyrant.  Disgusted  with  the  simplicity 
of  the  ancient  edifices  of  Rome;  or  rather  by  a  barbarous 
caprice,  being  disposed  to  give  a  spectacle  which  might 
rival  the  taking  of  Troy,  Nero  commanded  the  city  to 
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be  set  on  fire.  Of  the  fourteen  divisions  which  com 
posed  it,  four  only  escaped  the  flames.  The  emperor, 
to  exculpate  himself  from  the  infamy  of  his  own  act, 
endeavored  to  fix  it  on  the  Christians.  He  had  them 
arrested  and  condemned  to  the  most  horrible  torments. 
Some,  covered  with  the  skins  of  wild  beasts,  were 
hunted,  torn  and  devoured  by  dogs,  in  imitation  of  a 
barbarous  chase;  others  were  crucified.  Some  were 
enveloped  in  resinous  and  other  combustible  matters, 
and  fastened  to  posts  along  the  streets,  or  in  the  alleys 
along  the  imperial  gardens.  In  the  evening  they  were 
set  on  fire  like  torches  destined  to  illuminate  the  night. 
Nero,  meanwhile,  walked  about  his  gardens,  or  drove 
himself  in  a  car,  by  the  light  of  these  homicidal  illum 
inations,  (i) 

The  general  persecutions  under  Domitian  and  Tra 
jan,  were  not  carried  on  with  as  much  cruelty  as  was 
that  of  Nero,  nevertheless  their  object  was  the  same, 
namely,  either  to  compel  the  Christians  to  worship  the 
false  gods  of  the  empire,  or  to  exterminate  them,  to 
obliterate  their  names  from  the  face  of  the  earth. 
Besides,  none  of  the  laws  enacted  against  the  Christians 
had  been  abrogated;  but  even  additional  laws  were 
enacted  to  force  them  to  renounce  their  religion.  Even 
when  the  persecutions  ceased  to  be  general,  the  popu 
lace  clamored  for  the  blood  of  the  Christians;  and  the 
magistrates,  in  the  different  provinces  of  the  empire, 
frequently  enforced  the  sanguinary  laws;  hence  the  per 
secutions  against  the  Christians  raged  to  a  greater  or 
less  extent,  and  with  greater  or  less  violence,  for  three 
hundred  years.  .  We  may,  therefore,  well  conclude  that 
the  number  of  those  who  suffered  martyrdom  for  Christ, 
is  immense  and  indescribable. 


(i)  Darras  Vol.  i,  Page  47. 
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The  Roman  empire  used  every  effort  to  exterminate 
Christianity;  no  means  were  spared.  Blazing  furnaces, 
hot  iron  plates,  torches,  iron  combs,  racks,  pincers, 
wheels  of  various  kinds,  instruments  like  wine  presses 
to  crush  the  poor  victims,  fetters,  iron  hooks,  boiling 
caldrons,  frying  pans  and  other  innumerable  instruments 
of  torture  were  used  to  torment  and  exterminate  the 
Christians.  Some  were  crucified  like  their  Divine 
Master,  others  were  thrown  into  the  amphetheatre  to  be 
devoured  by  wild  and  savage  beasts,  (i) 

It  is  true  that  many  strong  and  valiant  soldiers, 
inured  to  the  hardships  of  a  military  life,  suffered 
martyrdom,  because  they  refused  to  conform  to  the  false 
worship  of  the  pagans,  and  also  refused  to  obey  orders 
contrary  to  the  laws  of  God.  Thus  the  legion,  which 
was  entirely  composed  of  Christians,  and  which  the 
emperor  Dioclesian  had  ordered  from  the  east  to  increase 
the  forces  of  Maximinian  Hercules,  refused  to  search 
out  the  Christians  and  to  put  them  to  death.  For  their 
refusal  every  tenth  soldier  was  beheaded;  and  the  remain 
ing,  who  refused  to  obey  the  wicked  orders  of  their  chief, 
were  in  like  manner  decemated;  and  finally  those  who 
remained  after  the  second  decemation  were  all  put  to 
death.  Not  only  the  common  Christian  soldier,  but  per 
sons,  who  moved  in  the  highest  military  and  civil  circles, 
cheerfully  suffered  death  for  Christ.  Among  these  was 
St.  Sebastian,  a  military  officer  of  high  rank,  who  was 
denounced  as  a  Christian  to  the  Emperor  Dioclesian  for 
which  the  emperor  reproached  him  with  ingratitude  in 
thus  repaying  his  obligations  to  him,  and  of  using  against 
his  government  the  authority  with  which  he  had  invested 


(i)  See  Perrone — Tract  on  the  preservation  of  the  Christian  relig 
ion. 
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him;  and  for  this  offense  St.  Sabastian  obtained  the  mar 
tyr's  crown.  Among  those,  who  belonged  to  high  civil 
ranks,  and  who  died  martyrs  for  their  Christian  faith, 
were  Nicostratus,  the  first  secretary  of  the  prefecture  of 
Rome,  Tranquilinus,  Claudius,  Castor,  Victorinus,  Sym- 
phorian,  who  were  all  cast  into  the  sea. 

But  what  strikes  us  most  is,  that  the  bold  confession 
of  the  Christian  faith  before  the  pagan  tyrants  and  the 
courting  of  death  by  martyrdom  were  not  confined  to  the 
strong  and  valiant  alone;  but  weak  matrons,  delecate 
youths  and  tender  virgins  displayed  the  same  heroic 
courage,  and  cheerfully  shed  their  blood  for  Christ,  as 
can  be  seen  in  the  history  of  the  church. 

Our  space  does  not  permit  us  to  take  even  a  cursory 
view  of  the  ten  general  persecutions  against  the  Christ 
ians;  it  is  moreover,  not  required,  as  the  aim  of  all  of 
them  was  to  exterminate  Christianity. 

In  relation  to  the  tenth  and  last  general  persecution, 
which  took  place  under  Dioclesian,  Darras  says:  '-The 
persecution  was  resolved  upon,  and  the  time  fixed  for 
commencing  it  was  the  feast  of  the  Terminales.  (Feb 
ruary  23,  A.  D.  303),  the  last  day  of  the  Roman  year, 
which  was  expected  >also  by  the  persecutors  to  decide 
the  fate  of  the  Christian  religion.  The  decree  of  exter 
mination  was  in  substance:  "The  churches  shall  be 
destroyed  and  the  sacred  books  burned;  the  Christians 
shall  be  deprived  of  all  honors,  all  dignities,  and  con 
demned  to  punishment  without  distinction  of  order  or 
rank;  they  may  be  cited  before  the  tribunals,  but  will 
not  be  permitted  to  cite  any  one,  even  in  cases  where 
they  have  to  complain  of  robbery,  injury,  or  even 
adultery.  Christian  freedmen  shall  again  be  reduced  to 
slavery.'1  A  special  edict  was  directed  against  the 
bishops,  which  commanded  that  they  should  be  put  in 
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irons  and  forced   to   abjure.  ...  Meanwhile    the  persecu 
tion  had  at  once  extended  from  the  Tiber  to  the  extremi 
ties   of    the   empire,    Gaul   excepted.      Everywhere    the 
churches  fell  in  ruins   under  the   blows  of  the   soldiers. 
The  magistrates  fixed  their  tribunals  in   the    temples    or 
near    the  statues  of  the   false  gods,  and   compelled  the 
multitude  to  sacrifice;  whoever  refused  to  adore  the  gods 
was  condemned  and  delivered  to  the   executioner.      The 
prisons  were  overcrowded   with  victims;  the  roads   were 
covered   with   troops  of  mutilated   men,  who  were  sent 
out  to  die,  either  in  the   depths  of  the    mines   or   in   the 
public  places.      Whips,  racks,  iron  hooks,  the  cross,   or 
ferocious  beasts,  mangled  the  flesh  of  tender  infants  and 
their  mothers;  here,  naked  women  were  hung  upon  posts 
by  the  feet,  and  left  to  die   by  this  immodest  and   cruel 
torture;   there,    the   limbs  of  martyrs  were    fastened    to 
trees    forcibly  drawn  together,    which,   when   loosened, 
tore  them  in  fragments.      Each  province  had  its  peculiar 
torments;  in  Mesopotamia  it  was  a  slow  fire;  in   Pontus, 
the  wheel;  the  ax  in  Arabia;  melted  lead   in   Capadocia. 
frequently  when  the  sufferer  was  expiring  from    torture, 
the  executioner   relieved   the   thirst  of  the  confessor,  or 
threw  water  on  his  face,  lest  his   burning  fever   should 
hasten  his  death.      Sometimes,  weary  of  consuming  their 
victims  separately,  the  pagans  threw  many  at   once  into 
the  flames;  the  bones  of  the  victims,  reduced   to   ashes, 
were  scattered  to  the  winds. .  .  .Dorotheus,  chief  of  the 
eunuchs,     Gorgonius,     Peter,    Judas,    Mygdonius,    and 
Mardonius,    suffered    death    at    Nicomedia.      The    tor 
mentors  poured  salt  and  vinegar  on  the  wounds  of  Peter. 
He  was  stretched  on  a  gridiron,  and   his  flesh   roasted 
like  meat   for  a  feast.      Women,    children   and   old   men 
were   cast  indiscriminately   into  fires   prepared    for   the 
purpose,  while  other  victims,  crowded  into   barks,  were 
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precipitated  into  the  sea.  St.  Anthemus,  bishop  of 
Nicomadia,  and  all  the  priests,  deacons  and  clerks  of  that 
church  were  seized,  and  on  their  confession  alone,  with 
out  any  other  examination,  they  were  led  to  execution. 
To  enforce  the  decree  which  prohibited  Christians  from 
prosecuting  any  case  before  the  tribunals,  there  were 
placed  in  each  hall  of  justice,  even  in  the  cabinets  of 
the  judges,  portable  altars  on  which  parties  were  made 

to   offer   sacrifice    before    pleading    their    cause It 

would  be  impossible  to  enumerate  the  names  of  all  wrho 
belonged  to  that  heroic  army  of  martyrs  sent  to  heaven 
from  all  parts  of  the  earth,  in  the  execution  of  the 
imperial  decrees.  Pontus,  Capadocia,  Phrygia,  Armi- 
nia,  Mauritania,  Thrace,  witnessed  the  renewal,  at  the 
same  torments  within  their  borders,  of  all  the  horrors 
which  had  ensanguined  the  whole  of  Necomedia  and 
Bithynia.  St.  Theodotus ....  of  Ancyra,  in  Galatia  mer 
ited  admiration  for  his  courage  and  his  faith.  He 
suffered  martyrdom  with  a  crowd  of  Christians  whom  he 

had  strengthened  by  his  exortations  and  example 

Antioch  had  her  legions  of  confessors,  among  whom 
was  St.  Romanus,  who  was  strangled  after  Dioclesian 
had  ordered  his  tongue  to  be  cut  out  and  subjected  him 

to    intolerable    tortures At  Tyre   the    tormentors, 

weary  of  tormenting  their  victims,  having  exhausted  all 
the  known  means  of  punishment,  sent  them  to  the 
beasts  of  the  amphitheatre  to  finish  their  work.  Lions, 
leopards,  bears,  or  wild  boars,  were  loosed  upon  them. 
But  these  animals,  by  Divine  permission,  or  perhaps 
disdaining  these  bloody  remnants  of  human  cruelty, 
refused  to  touch  the  martyrs,  and  furiously  attacked 
the  pagans  who  provoked  them  with  boar-spears  and 
pikes.  In  fine,  they  were  obliged  to  behead  these  gen 
erous  confessors  of  the  faith.  At  Caesarea  in  Palestine, 
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Procopius,  exorcist  of  the  church  in  Jerusalem,  who  had 
just  arrived  in  the  city,  was  led  before  the  governor  who 
offered  him  incense  and  demaned  him  to  burn  it  to  the 
divinity  of  the  four  emperors.  Procopius  replied  by 
this  saying  of  Homer — One  master  is  enough — when 
he  was  immediately  beheaded.  All  the  bishops  of  Pales 
tine  were  transported  to  Caesarea  to  be  subjected  to  the 
most  hideous  tortures.  The  judges  held  it  the  highest 
importance  to  make  the  people  believe  that  the  bishops 
had  sacrificed,  hoping,  by  the  pretence  of  their  example, 
to  influence  their  flocks.  They  bound  the  hands  of  a 
bishop  to  an  altar  of  the  idols,  while  they  burnt  incense 
upon  it;  then  sent  him  away,  dedaring  that  he  had  sacri 
ficed.  Another  was  released  half  dead  from  the  rack; 
he  was  carried  off,  while  they  published  that  he  had 
finally  denied  his  faith.  If  any  one  had  yet  strength 
enough  to  protest  against  this  imposture,  he  was  struck 
in  the  face,  many  hands  stopped  his  mouth,  and  he  was 
sent  elsewhere  and  declared  to  have  a  place  among  the 
apostates.  Egypt  witnessed  frightful  scenes  of  cruelty. 
In  the  Thebais  martyrs  were  fastened  to  stakes,  exposed 
to  the  burning  sun,  and  left  to  die  of  hunger.  Instead 
of  iron  claws,  fragments  of  broken  glass  and  pottery 
were  used  to  lacerate  their  bodies;  their  nails  were  torn 
off  with  iron  points,  and  boiling  oil  poured  on  the 
wounds;  women  were  suspended  naked  by  one  of  their 
feet,  the  head  downwards;  some  were  burned  on  grid 
irons,  or  crucified,  generally  the  head  down;  others  were 
cut  in  pieces,  or  fastened  to  the  tails  of  wild  horses. 

These  horrors  were  renewed  for  two  entire  years, 
and  sometimes  a  hundred  executions  were  counted  in 
a  single  day  in  the  same  city.  Among  this  array  of 
martyrs  were  ^Philoroma,  a  military  tribune  of  Alex 
andria,  and  Phileas,  bishop  of  Thmousis,  their 
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constancy  and  heroism  drew  tears  even  from  their 
murderers.  These  execrable  cruelties,  scarcely  to  be 
believed — if  from  examples  too  recent  we  did  not  know 
to  what  degree  of  barbarity  a  people  can  descend  when 
they  yield  to  their  bloodthirsty  instincts — were  some 
times  extended  over  entire  cities.  In  Phrygia  there  was 
a  town  of  eight  to  ten  thousand  inhabitants,  whose 
governor,  treasurer,  all  the  officers,  and  all  the  people, 
declared  themselves  Christians.  The  matter  was  referred 
to  the  emperor;  but  Diocletian,  who  had  beheaded  the 
principal  citizens  of  Antioch,  became  a  pretender  to  the 
empire  had,  during  two  days  occupied  that  city,  and  had 
been  driven  from  it  by  the  inhabitants  on  the  third,  felt 
no  embarrassment  on  account  of  the  miserable  little 
town  of  Phrygia.  He  sent  soldiers  who  set  fire  to 
every  part  of  it,  burned  the  place  and  all  its  population, 
without  even  sparing  children  at  the  breast,  and  returned 
only  after  they  had  converted  it  into  a  heap  of  ashes. 
Carthage  and  Numida  were  equally  the  scene  of  bloody 
persecution.  In  this  province  they  sought  especially 

the  inspired  books The  west  was   not   less   fruitful 

in  confessors  of  the  faith.  Spain,  that  land  in  which 
Christianity  had  already  cast  such  a  deep  root,  counted 
her  martyrs  by  the  thousands.  The  Proconsul  Dacian 
was  charged  with  the  execution  of  the  edicts  against 
them,  and  he  spared  no  exertion  to  persecute  to  the 
utmost  a  multitude  of  the  faithful,  who  looked  upon 
death  as  a  great  blessing.  At  Catana,  the  deacon 
Euplius  was  arrested  while  he  was  reading  the  Gospel  to 
the  people,  and  taken  at  once  to  execution.  St.  Syra 
cuse,  the  illustrious  virgin  St.  Lucy,  whose  name  is 
inserted  in  the  canon  of  the  Mass,  died  to  preserve  the 
honor  of  her  virginity,  which  the  protection  of  her  God 
guaranteed  in  the  infamous  den  to  which  the  magistrate 
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had  consigned  her.  In  Tuscany,  Sabinus,  bishop  of 
Assisi,  suffered  martyrdom  with  Marcellus  and  Exuper- 
antius,  deacons  and  many  clerks.  Venustianus,  gov 
ernor  of  Tucany,  whom  St.  Sabinus  had  cured  of  an 
inveterate  ophthalmia,  embraced  the  faith  of  his  victim. 
He  wras  beheaded  with  his  wife  and  children,  who  were 
converted  by  his  example,  (i) 

Rome,  though  of  humble  origin,  in  the  course  of 
time  became  powerful,  and  conquered  the  neighboring 
tribes.  By  the  valor  of  her  arms,  she  gradually  brought 
the  nations  of  the  earth  under  her  sway,  and  seated 
herself  firmly  on  the  seven  hills  as  the  queen  of  nations 
and  mistress  of  the  world.  At  the  time  Christianity- 
appeared  the  Roman  Empire  was  at  the  summit  of  its 
power;  had  for  its  limits,  on  the  north,  the  Rhine  and 
the  Danube;  on  the  east,  the  Euphrates;  on  the  south, 
Upper  Egypt,  the  desert  of  Africa,  and  Mount  Atlas; 
on  the  west,  the  seas  of  Spain  and  Gaul;  nearly  three- 
fourths  of  the  habitable  world. 

Now,  if  Christianity  or  the  Catholic  religion  be  viewed 
in  the  natural  order,  or  as  a  human  institution,  it  could 
not  have  survived  the  first  general  persecution  or  the 
exterminating  war  waged  against  it  by  Nero;  to  say  noth 
ing  of  the  subsequent  persecutions,  the  very  name  of 
Christianity  would  have  been  sunk  into  eternal  oblivion. 
But  when  the  pagans  witnessed  the  fortitude  of  the 
Christians  in  their  sufferings;  when  they  sawthem  despise 
their  torments  and  cheerfully  court  death;  many  of  them 
exclaimed,  that  a  religion,  which  teaches  men  such 
fortitude,  must  be  holy;  and  as  the  Christian  ranks 
were  decimated  by  martyrdom,  they  proclaimed  them 
selves  Christians,  filled  up  the  Christian  ranks;  and  in 


(i)  Darras'  History  of  the  church  Vol.  ist,  296. 
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their  turn  sealed  their  newly  acquired  Christian  faith  in 
their  blood.  Hence,  Tertullian  exclaims:  "Cruciate, 
torquate,  damnate,  conterite  nos;  Sonquis  est  semen  Christ- 
inorum."  "Torment  us,  torture  us,  condemn  us,  crush 
us;  the  blood  of  Christians  is  the  seed  of  Christians." 
So  the  struggle  went  on  for  three  hundred  years,  and 
witnessed  ten  general  persecutions  against  Christianity, 
until  the  Christian  or  Catholic  church  gained  a  complete 
victory  over  paganism;  and  the  cross  became  the  stand 
ard  of  the  empire.  All  this  evidently  and  conclusively 
shows  that  the  Christian  or  Catholic  religion  is  the  work 
of  God,  Who  gave  strength  and  fortitude  to  His  faithful 
servants  to  confess  His  name  before  the  tyrants  of  the 
the  earth,  and  to  surfer  death  for  His  sake.  There  is, 
therefore,  a  supernatural  power  in  the  church,  or  she  has 
a  Divine  Element,  which  has  upheld  her  during  three 
hundred  years  of  pagan  persecution,  which  upholds 
her  even  to  our  own  day,  and  which  will  uphold,  sustain 
and  protect  her  even  to  the  end  of  time. 


CHAPTER    THIRTY-EIGHTH. 

THE    INFALLIBILITY   OF  THE    SUPREME 
AUTHORITY  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

WE  CANNOT  have  a  correct  notion  of  the  infalli 
bility  of  the  Roman  Pontiff  teaching  faith  and 
morals,  without  a  clear  and  accurate  conception  of  his 
primacy  of  which  his  infallibility  is  a  corollary.  Hence, 
the  decree  of  the  Vatican  Council  on  the  infallibility  of 
the  Roman  Pontiff  says:  ' 'Moreover,  that  the  supreme 
power  of  teaching  is  also  included  in  the  apostolic  pri- 
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macy,  which  the  Roman  Pontiff,  as  successor  of  Peter, 
the  prince  of  the  Apostles,  possesses  over  the  whole 
church,  this  Holy  See  has  always  held,  the  perpetual 
practice  of  the  church  confirms  and  the  (Ecumenical 
councils  have  declared,  especially  those  in  the  East  met 
with  the  West  in  the  union  of  faith  and  charity." 

For  this  reason  the  primacy  of  the  Roman  Pontiff, 
his  jurisdiction  over  the  universal  church,  and  his  infal 
libility  in  teaching  faith  and  morals  ex  cathedra  are 
inseparable.  'We  have  shown  from  the  nature  of  the 
church  that  she 'must  have  a  supreme  authority;  further 
more,  we  have  shown  from  history,  the  succession  of 
the  Roman  Pontiffs  from  St.  Peter,  and  the  exercise  of 
their  jurisdiction  over  the  universal  church.  We  think 
we  have  satisfactorily  proved  in  the  fore  part  of  this 
work  the  following  propositions: 

1.  In  the  eighteenth  chapter  we  have  shown  that 
man  is  internally  free,  that  he  has  the  power  to  act  or 
not  to  act,  to  choose  or  nor  to  choose,  in  other  words, 
that  he  is  an  internally  free  agent,  or  that   he  has  the 
free  will  of  indifference. 

2.  In  the  eleventh  chapter  we  have  shown  the  free 
will    of  God,   and   in    the    thirteenth    chapter    we    have 
shown  that  God  is  free   to  do  all  things  except  to  con 
tradict  Himself,  that  is  to  annihilate  Himself.      We  have 
furthermore  shown  in   the  treatise  on  the  attributes  of 
God  that  He  is  a  Being  of  infinite  intelligence,  of  infinite 
reason,    and  in    chapter    nineteenth,   that    God    created 
man    for    eternal    beatitude.       We    have    furthermore 
shown,  in  chapter  twentieth,  that  the  end  of   man  is  in 
the  supernatural   order,  and   that  by  the  powers  of  his 
nature  he  cannot   attain  the   supernatural  happiness  of 
which  he  is  in  pursuit,  for  natural  reason  has  only  what 
is    essential    to    its   nature;    its   domain    is   only   in    the 
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natural  order;  it  cannot,  therefore,  enter  within  the 
regions  of  the  supernatural:  therefore  man  morally  needs 
supernatural  revelation  to  gain  his  supernatural  end, 
and  by  the  use  of  his  free  will  must  use  the  supernatural 
means  if  he  wish  to  gain  the  end  for  which  God  created 
him. 

3.  We  have  proved  in  chapter  twenty-second  that 
supernatural  revelation  is  truth  supernaturally  revealed, 
and  cannot,  therefore  be  a  matter  of  opinion  it  excludes 
certitude,  it  leaves   man   in   uncertainty  what,  in  reality 
supernatural  revelation  is,  or  what  are  the  truths  super 
naturally  revealed. 

4.  We  have,  we  think,  conclusively  shown  in  chap 
ter  twenty-third  that  the  biblist  cannot  adduce  the  Bible 
as  the  witness  of  supernatural  revelation,  that  he  must 
first  prove  from   an  infallible  witness  distinct  from   the 
Bible,  that  the  Bible  is  authentic,   genuine  and  inspired 
by  the  Holy  Ghost.      Finally,  we  have  proved  in  chap 
ter  twenty-fourth,  that  human  reason  cannot  be  adduced 
as  the  witness  of  supernatural  revelation,  because  it  can 
only  take  cognizance  of  truths  in  the  natural  order. 

We  willingly  grant,  and  maintain  that  the  bishops  of 
the  Catholic  church  have  received  a  commission  from 
Christ  to  teach  all  the  nations  of  the  earth,  the  truths 
contained  in  the  deposit  of  supernatural  revelation;  and 
we  further  maintain  that  in  teaching  faith  and  morals, 
when  their  teaching  coincides  with  the  supreme  author 
ity  of  the  church,  they  are  passively,  but  not  actively 
infallible.  That  they  have  no  active  infallibility  is  evi 
dent  from  the  fact,  that,  during  the  eighteen  hundred  years 
of  Christianity,  many  bishops  have  been  cut  off  from 
the  communion  of  the  church  for  betraying  the  faith,  by 
teaching  false  and  heretical  doctrines.  Paul,  bishop  of 
Samosata,  Nestorius,  bishop  of  Constantinople,  Euse- 
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bius,  bishop  of  Nicomedia,  whose  teachings  destroyed 
the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation,  besides  the  false  teach 
ings  of  other  bishops,  conclusively  prove  this  fact;  and 
hence  active  infallibility  is  not  lodged  in  individual 
bishops.  But  if  each  bishop  has  no  active  infallibility, 
all  the  bishops  can  have  no  active  infallibility,  for  falli 
bility  can  evidently  not  produce  infallibility.  Hence, 
the  doctrine  of  the  Gallicans  is  false,  which  teaches  that 
the  Pope  is  fallible,  and  that  his  teachings,  before  they 
are  irreformable,  or  can  be  accepted  as  infallible  doc 
trine,  must  first  be  accepted  by  the  ecclesia  dispersa,  or 
the  church  dispersed  over  the  world.  If,  as  they  say, 
the  Pope  is  fallible  in  teaching  faith  and  morals  ex 
cathedra,  and  the  bishops  are  also  fallible,  then,  you 
have  two  fallibles;  but  to  maintain  that  two  fallibles 
make  an  infallible  is  simply  absurd. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  decrees  of  a  general  council 
are  infallible;  therefore  infallibility  resides  in  a  general 
council  and  not  in  the  Pope. 

There  can  be  no  general  council  unless  the  Pope 
presides  over  it,  either  personally  or  by  his  Legates. 
In  order  that  the  decrees  enacted  by  a  general  council 
be  binding,  they  must  be  approved  by  the  Pope.  The 
Popes 'presided  over  all  the  general  councils,  either  in 
person  or  by  persons  deputed  by  him;  and  approved  of 
the  acts,  though  not  always  of  all  of  them.  By  approv 
ing  of  the  decrees  of  faith  and  morals  of  a  general  coun 
cil,  or  of  any  other  council,  the  Pope  simply  declares 
that  the  doctrine  of  such  decrees  is  found  in  the  deposit 
of  supernatural  revelation;  the  active  infallibility,  then, 
resides  in  the  Pope  and  not  in  the  bishops  assembled  in 
council. 

From  what  has  been  shown,  it  follows  that  there  is 
no  source  from  which  we  can  infallibly  derive  the  germ- 
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ine  meaning  of  supernatural  revelation,  and  not  even 
supernatural  revelation  itself,  which  man  morally  needs 
to  gain  his  supernatural  end,  except  from  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  Catholic  church. 

If  you  deny  the  infallibility  of  the  supreme  authority 
of  the  Catholic  church,  you  must  prove  that  there  is 
another  source,  which  can  neither  be  the  Bible  nor 
human  reason,  as  has  been  proved,  from  which  you  can 
infallibly  draw  the  knowledge  of  supernatural  revelation 
and  its  genuine  meaning,  such  as  it  is  in  the  mind  of 
God  revealing  it;  otherwise  you  cannot  assert  the  exist 
ence  of  supernatural  revelation,  and  can  have  no  means 
of  knowing  what  to  do  to  gain  the  supernatural  end  for 
which  God  created  you.  If  you  assert  that  man  does 
not  need  supernatural  revelation,  then,  you  must  assert 
that  his  end  is  in  the  natural  order;  but  his  end  is  not  in 
the  natural  order,  but  in  the  supernatural  order  as  has 
been  proved;  man  must,  then,  have  supernatural  revela 
tion  to  gain  his  end,  for  the  means  he  must  have,  must 
be  supernatural;  and  he  can  only  learn  them  from  super 
natural  revelation,  and  its  genuine  meaning  from  an 
infallible  source. 

But  it  is  alleged  that  it  is  lawful  to  imitate  the 
actions  of  the  Pope,  to  follow  his  example  whether  good 
or  bad:  but  the  example  of  the  Pope  may  be  bad,  and 
in  reality  a  few  Popes  have  given  bad  example  to  the 
church;  therefore  the  Pope  cannot  be  infallible. 

The  allegation  that  it  is  lawful  to  follow  the  example 
of  the  Pope,  if  it  should  be  bad,  if  he  should  violate  the 
Divine  law,  is  not  founded  in  truth;  it  is  false,  and  must 
recoil  on  him  who  makes  it.  No  Catholic,  from  the 
highest  ecclesiastical  and  civil  ranks  down  to  the  most 
simple  and  illiterate,  is  so  exceedingly  stupid  as  to 
believe  that  the  Pope  is  impeccable.  Inpeccability  is 
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one  thing  and  infallibility  is  something  quite  different; 
hence  to  suppose  that  infallibility  cannot  exist  without 
impeccability,  or  to  confound  them,  shows  deplorable 
ignorance.  But  we  are  again  assured  that  we  must 
accept  as  infallible  oracles  all  the  sayings  and  writings 
of  the  Roman  Pontiffs,  and  also  all  the  utterances  and 
writings  of  all  the  Popes;  but  the  Popes  have  not 
always  agreed  among  themselves;  therefore  the  Roman 
Pontiff  is  not  infallible.  The  Popes  as  private  doctors, 
like  all  other  private  doctors,  may  differ  in  some  things, 
but  their  sayings  and  writings,  as  private  doctors,  are 
not  official  and  not  ex  cathedra,  and  consequently  do  not 
enter  within  the  domain  of  their  infallibility.  We  deny 
that  there  is  or  has  been  any  discrepancy  or  contradic 
tion  in  the  official  or  ex  cathedra  teachings  of  the  Roman 
Pontiffs;  all  such  teachings  are  in  harmony;  the  adver 
sary  has  not  proved  the  contrary;  and  until  he  do  so  by 
solid  and  unanswerable  arguments,  his  assertion  is 
worthless  and  not  founded  in  truth.  We  are  only 
bound  to  accept  the  official  teachings  of  the  Pope,  that 
is,  when  he  teaches  faith  and  morals  as  Pope,  or  as 
teacher  of  the  universal  church;  it  is,  therefore  not  true 
that  we  are  bound  to  accept  everything  the  Pope  says 
and  writes,  and  all  that  the  Popes  have  said  and  written. 
Christ,  the  Divine  Founder  of  the  church,  sent  His 
Apostles  to  teach  all  nations,  to  observe  all  things 
whatever  He  commanded  them,  that  is,  to  teach  the 
truths  He  revealed  to  them,  or  the  truths  he  left  in  their 
deposit.  There  is,  therefore,  a  deposit  of  supernatural 
revelation,  to  which  nothing  can  be  added  and  from 
which  nothing  can  be  taken;  it  must  remain  intact  and 
unchanged.  The  deposit  of  faith,  or  supernatural  revela 
tion,  was  at  furtherest  closed  by  the  death  of  the  last 
Apostle;  and  from  that  period  the  church  received  no 
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new  revelation  to  be  taught  to  the  nations  of  the  earth. 
But  as  the  church  is  one  whole,  and  as  the  Apostles  and 
their  lawful  successors,  the  bishop,  united  with  her 
supreme  authority,  form  integral  parts  of  the  one  whole, 
or  of  her,  the  Roman  Pontiff,  as  the  supreme  authority, 
must  consequently  be  the  supreme  guardian  of  the 
deposit  of  faith,  or  of  supernatural  revelation,  and  also 
the  supreme  judge  as  to  its  genuine  meaning.  His 
infallibility  is  simply  confined  to  the  deposit  of  faith,  or 
of  supernatural  revelation,  and  does  not  extend  beyond 
it.  Hence,  when  the  pope  teaches  faith  and  morals  as 
the  supreme  authority  of  the  church,  or  as  the  divinely 
commissioned  teacher  of  the  universal  church,  he  can 
only  teach  what  is  in  the  deposit  of  faith  or  supernatural 
revelation;  beyond  that  his  infallibility  does  not  extend, 
as  can  be  collected  from  the  decree  of  the  Vatican  coun 
cil,  which  is  as  follows: 

"The  supreme  power  of  teaching  is  included  in  the 
apostolic  primacy  itself,  which  the  Roman  Pontiff,  as 
successor  of  Peter,  prince  of  the  Apostles,  possesses 
over  the  whole  church,  this  Holy  See  has  always  held, 
the  perpetual  practice  of  the  church  confirms  and  the 
CEcumenical  councils  have  also  declared,  especially 
those  in  which  the  East  with  the  West  met  in  union  of 
faith  and  charity.  For  the  fathers  of  the  fourth  council 
of  Constantinople,  following  in  the  footsteps  of  their 
predecessors,  gave  forth  this  solemn  profession:  "The 
first  condition  of  salvation  is  to  keep  the  rule  of  the 
true  faith.  And  because  the  sentence  of  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  cannot  be  passed  by,  Who  said:  'Thou 
art  Peter,  and  upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church,  (i) 
these  things,  which  have  been  said,  are  approved  by 


(i)  Matthew  chap.  18,  v.  18. 


THE    DESTINY    OF    MAN.  337 

events,  because  in  the  Apostolic  See  the  Catholic  relig 
ion  and  her  holy  and  well  known  doctrine  has  always 
been  kept  undefiled.  Desiring,  therefore,  not  to  be  in 
the  least  degree  separated  from  the  faith  and  doctrine 
of  that  See,  we  hope  we  may  deserve  to  be  in  the  one 
communion,  which  the  Apostolic  See  preaches,  in  which 
is  the  entire  and  true  solidity  of  the  Christian  religion,  (i) 

And,  with  the  approval  of  the  second  council  of 
Lyons,  the  Greeks  professed  that  the  Holy  Roman 
Church  enjoyed  supreme  and  full  primacy  and  pre 
eminence  over  the  whole  Catholic  church,  which  it  truly 
and  humbly  acknowledges  that  it  has  received  with  the 
plentitude  of  power  from  our  Lord  Himself  in  the 
person  of  the  blessed  Peter,  prince  or  head  of  the 
Apostles,  whose  successor  the  Roman  Pontiff  is;  and  as 
the  Apostolic  See  is  bound  before  all  others  to  defend 
the  truth  of  faith;  so  also  if  any  questions  regarding 
faith  arise,  they  must  be  defined  by  its  judgement.  (2) 
Finally,  the  council  of  Florence  defined:  That  the 
Roman  Pontiff  is  the  true  Vicar  of  Christ,  and  the  Head 
of  the  whole  church,  (3)  and  the  Father  and  teacher  of  all 
Christians;  and  that  to  him  in  blessed  Peter  was  delivered 
by  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  full  power  of  feeding,  ruling 
and  governing  the  whole  church.  (4) 

To  satisfy  this  pastoral  duty  our  predecessors  made 
unwearied  efforts  that  the  salutary  doctrine  of  Christ 
might  be  propagated  among  all  the  nations  of  the  earth, 
and  with  equal  care  watched  that  it  might  be  preserved 


(i)  From  the  formula  of  St.  Hcrmisdas  by  the  Fathers  cf  the 
eighth  general  council,  fourth  cf  Constantinople,  A.  D.  869.  Labbe's 
councils  vol.  5,  pp.  583,  622.  (2)  From  the  acts  of  the  1410  general 
council  (2d.  of  Lyons  A.  D.  1274,  Labbe  vol.  14.  P.  512.  (3)  From 
the  acts  of  the  iyth  general  council  of  Florence,  A.  D.  1438,  Labbe 
vol.  18,  P.  526.  (4)  From  a  letter  of  St.  Cyril  of  Alexandria  to  St. 
Ceestin,  A.  D.  422,  vol.  6,  P.  36,  Paris  edition  of  1638. 
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genuine  and  pure  where  it  had  been  received.  Therefore 
the  bishops  of  the  whole  world,  now  singly,  now  assem 
bled  in  synods,  following  the  long-established  custom 
of  the  churches,  and  forms  of  the  ancient  rule,  (i)  sent 
word  to  this  Apostolic  See  of  these  dangers,  especially 
which  sprang  up  in  matters  of  faith,  that  the  losses  of 
faith  might  be  effectually  repaired,  where  faith  connot 
fail.  (2)  And  the  Roman  Pontiffs,  according  to  the 
exigencies  of  times  and  circumstances,  sometimes  assem 
bling  (Ecumenical  councils,  or  asking  the  mind  of  the 
church  scattered  throughout  the  world,  sometimes  by 
particular  synods,  sometimes  using  other  helps  which 
Divine  Providence  supplied,  defined  as  to  be  held  those 
things  which  with  the  help  of  God  they  had  recognized 
as  conformable  with  the  Sacred  Scriptures  and  apostolic 
tradition.  For  the  Holy  Spirit  was  not  promised  to  the 
successors  of  Peter  that  by  His  revelation  they  might 
make  known  new  doctrine,  but  that  by  His  assistance 
they  might  inviolably  keep  and  faithfully  expound  the 
revelation  or  deposit  of  "iaith  delivered  through  the 
Apostles.  And  indeed  all  the  venerable  Fathers  have 
embraced  and  the  holy  orthodox  doctors  have  venerated 
and  followed  their  apostolic  doctrine;  knowing  most 
fully  that  this  See  of  holy  Peter  remains  free  from  any 
blemish  of  error  according  to  the  Divine  promise  of  the 
Lord  our  Saviour  made  to  the  prince  of  His  disciples: 
I  have  prayed  for  thee  that  thy  faith  fail  not,  and,  when 
thou  art  converted,  confirm  thy  brethren.  (3)  This  gift, 
then,  of  truth  and  never-failing  faith  was  conferred  by 
heaven  upon  Peter  and  his  successors  in  this  chair,  that 


(i)  From  a  rescript  of  St.  Innocen'  ist,  the  council  of  Milevis, 
A.  D  402,  Labbe  vol.  3,  P.  47.  (2)  From  letter  of  St.  Bernard  to 
Pope  Innocent  the  2nd,  A.  D.  1130,  Epist.  191,  vol.  i,  P.  433,  Paris 
edition  1742.  (3)  Luke,  c.  22,  v  32.  See  the  acts  of  the  sixth  gen 
eral  council  A.  D.  680  Labbe,  vol.  7,  P.  659. 
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they  might  perform  their  high  office  for  the  salvation  of 
all;  that  the  whole  flock  of  Christ,  kept  away  by  them 
from  the  poisonous  food  of  error,  might  be  nourished 
with  the  pasture  of  heavenly  doctrine;  that  the  occasion 
of  schism  being  removed,  the  whole  church  might  be 
kept  one,  and,  resting  on  its  foundation,  might  stand 
firm  against  the  gates  of  hell. 

But   since   in    this   very  age,  in    which    the    salutary 
efficacy  of  the   apostolic   office   is   most  of  all    required, 
not  a  few  are  found  who   take  away  from   its  'authority, 
we  judge  it  altogether   necessary  solemnly  to   assert   the 
prerogative  which  the  only-begotten   Son  of  God  vouch 
safed  to  join  with  the  supreme  pastoral  office.     Therefore 
faithfully   adhering   to   the   tradition   received   from    the 
beginning  of  the   Christian    faith,    for  the   glory  of  God 
our  Saviour,  the  exaltation  of  the  Catholic  religion,  and 
the   salvation   of  Christian    people,    the    sacred    council 
approving.      We   teach  and    define   that  it  is   a   dogma 
divinely    revealed,    that    the    Roman    Pontiff,    when    he 
speaks  ex  cathedra,  that  is  when    in   charge  of  the   office 
of  Pastor  and  Doctor  of  all   Christians,  by  virtue  of  his 
supreme  apostolic  authority  he  defines  a  doctrine  regard 
ing  faith  or  morals  to  be  held   by  the  universal   church, 
by  the   divine   assistance    promised    to    him    in    blessed 
Peter,  is    possessed   of  that   infallibility  with   which  the 
Divine     Redeemer    willed    that    his    church    should    be 
endowed  for  defining  doctrine  regarding  faith  or  morals; 
and    that,    therefore,     such    definitions    of    the    Roman 
Pontiff  are  irreformable  of  themselves,  and  not  from  the 
consent  of  the  church." 

We  have  proved  elsewhere  that  Christ  established  a 
church  for  the  salvation  of  man;  but  as  He  founded  a 
church.  He  is  therefore  the  supreme  invisible  Head  of 
her,  and  there  must,  therefore  be  a  union  between  Him 
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and  the  church  He  founded.  We  think  we  have  satis 
factorily  shown,  in  chapter  thirty-sixth,  that  there  is  a 
triple  union  between  Christ  and  His  church,  a  union  of 
sanctifying  grace,  of  faith,  and  a  ministerial  union 
between  Him  and  the  church  teaching  faith  and  morals, 
and  that  the  teachers  of  faith  and  morals  are  subordinate 
or  subject  to  her  supreme  authority,  or  to  the  Sovereign 
Pontiff.  Hence,  as  the  ministerial  union  between 
Christ  and  the  bishops  and  other  subordinate  teachers 
can  only  subsist  in  their  union  with  the  supreme 
authority  of  His  church,  or  the  Roman  Pontiff,  Christ 
must  be  especially  united  with  her  supreme  authority, 
for  it  belongs  to  the  Sovereign  Pontiff,  as  head  of  the 
church,  not  only  to  teach  faith  and  morals,  but  also  to 
see  that  the  bishops  and  other  subordinate  teachers 
teach  no  doctrines  contrary  to  faith  and  morals.  Hence, 
and  from  what  has  been  shown  elsewhere,  though  the 
church  is  composed  of  men,  yet  she  is  not  purely 
human.  As  the  Divinity  and  humanity  are  clearly  dis 
tinguished  in  Christ,  so  is  He  perpetuated  in  His  church 
in  undivided  entireness.  "The  church,"  as  Doctor 
Moehler  says,  "this  permanent  manifestation,  is  at  once 
Divine  and  human — she  is  the  union  of  both.  He  it  is 
Who,  concealed  under  earthly  and  human  forms,  works 
in  the  church,  and  this  is  wherefore  she  has  a  Divine 
and  human  part  in  an  indivisible  mode,  so  that  the 
Divine  cannot  be  separated  from  the  human,  nor  the 
human  from  the  Divine.  Hence  these  two  parts  change 
predicates."  The  Divine  Element,  or  Christ,  consti 
tutes  undoubtedly  that  which  is  infallible  and  eternally 
inerrable  in  the  church;  but  as  Christ  is  united  in  a 
special  manner  with  the  supreme  authority,  or  with  the 
Roman  Pontiff  commissioned  by  Him  to  be  the  guardian 
and  teacher  of  His  doctrines,  or  of  the  truths  contained 
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in  the  deposit  of  supernatural  revelation,  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  church,  or  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  teach 
ing  faith  or  morals  ex  cathedra,  or  as  Pastor  and  Doctor 
of  the  universal  church,  must  be,  therefore,  infallible.  As 
Christ  is  united  with  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  in  a  special 
manner  as  the  supreme  judge,  guardian  and  teacher  of 
faith  and  morals;  but  if  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  could  or 
would  teach  ex  cathedra,  any  doctrine  contrary  to  what 
is  contained  in  the  deposit  of  faith  or  of  supernatural 
revelation,  or,  in  other  words,  if  he  would  teach  false 
hood  instead  of  the  truths  of  faith,  Christ  would  be  the 
Author  of  the  false  doctrine  taught  by  the  supreme 
authority  qf  His  church,  or  at  least,  He  would  connive 
at  it;  and  therefore,  God  would  approve  of  or  connive  at 
falsehood;  that  would  render  Him  imperfect,  and  con 
sequently  destroy  His  existence;  then  nothing  else 
would  remain  except  atheism. 

But  it  is  alleged  that  the  ecclesia  docens,  or  the  church 
teaching  in  conformity  with  her  supreme  authority,  is 
composed  of  men;  but  men  are  human,  and  therefore 
fallible. 

Although  the  teaching  body  of  the  church  is  composed 
of  men;  yet  the  human  teaching  element  is  united  with 
Christ,  the  Divine  Element,  and  as  long  as  the  union 
between  the  Divine  and  human  elements  exist,  so  long 
must  the  human  element  be  infallible,  because  it  is  the 
organ  of  the  Divine  which  is  infallible. 

It  is  again  objected  that  the  human  element  has  only 
human  reason,  and  therefore  cannot  see  the  intrinsic 
harmony  of  the  supernatural  truth  revealed.  It  is  not 
required  that  the  human  element  should  see  the  intrinsic 
harmony  of  the  supernatural  truth  revealed.  Super 
natural  revelation  is  a  supernatural  fact;  God  has  made 
it  and  human  reason  can  bear  evidence  to  a  supernatural 
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fact  when  it  falls  under  the  senses;  for  instance,  a  dead 
man  is  raised  to  life;  that  is  a  supernatural  fact;  human 
reason  can  be  the  witness  of  the  fact,  but  cannot  see  the 
intrinsic  truth  of  the  Divine  power  restoring  life  to  the 
dead  man. 

When  God  reveals  truths  which  are  above  human 
reason,  as  for  instance,  the  doctrine  of  the  Blessed 
Trinity,  He  can  make  use  of  human  agencies  to  convey 
such  truths  to  men;  and  the  men  commissioned  by  Him 
as  witnesses,  are  and  must  be  the  true  witnesses,  not 
indeed  of  the  intrinsic  harmony  of  the  supernatural  truth 
revealed,  but  of  the  fact  that  God  has  made  such  a  reve 
lation.  If  it  \vere  otherwise  God  could  not  do  all 
things;  He  would,  then,  not  be  omnipotent;  such  reve 
lation  is,  therefore,  possible,  and  also  the  witnesses 
deputed  by  Him.  It  is  not  only  possible,  but  it  has 
been  made;  and  the  church  is  the  guardian  and  teacher 
of  it. 

We  have  seen  that  the  Roman  church  has,  from  the 
beginning,  recognized  the  Sacred  Scriptures  as  the 
Word  of  God,  and  has  proclaimed  to  the  world  in  all 
ages,  that  the  canon  of  the  Sacred  Books,  as  she  has 
made  it  out  in  the  commencement,  contains  a  list  of  all 
the  Sacred  Books,  and  that  these  Books  are  to  be 
received  as  the  inspired  Word  of  God.  The  canon  is 
the  same  as  that  reproduced  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  as 
we  have  seen.  The  Sacred  Scriptures  are  and  can  then 
only  be  received  as  the  inspired  Word  of  God,  on  the 
authority  of  the  church.  St.  Augustin  said,  that  he 
would  not  believe  the  Gospel,  unless  the  authority  of 
the  Catholic  church  moved  him  to  it.  The  infallible 
authority  of  the  church  is  not  only  witness  of  the  exist 
ence  of  the  Sacred  and  inspired  Books,  but  also  the 
judge  of  the  sense  contained  in  them.  We,  therefore, 
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believe  the  Holy  Scriptures  on  the  infallible   authority 
of  the  Catholic  church. 

The  rock,  on  which  Christ  has  built  His  church 
eighteen  hundred  years  ago,  remains  yet  firm  and 
unmoved.  The  angry  waves  of  persecution,  during  the 
first  centuries  of  Christianity  rose  furiously  and  spent 
their  utmost  rage  in  vain.  Envy,  hatred,  calumny,,  and 
all  the  heresies  have  endeavored,  during  this  period,  to 
remove  and  destroy  that  rock;  they  left  no  means  untried; 
but  it  remains  in  defiance  of  all  their  efforts,  repels  their 
attacks,  and  will  remain  to  the  end  of  time.  Well 
might  St.  Augustin  exclaim:  "This  is  the  rock  against 
which  the  proud  gates  of  hell  shall  never  prevail."  In 
almost  every  age  the  enemy  exclaimed,  that  the  papacy 
is  at  an  end;  yet  Peter  still  lives  in  his  successors.  The 
church  has  seen,  in  every  age,  her  enemies  rise;  she  has 
withstood  them,  and  has  seen  them  fall.  Where  now  are 
those,  who  in  former  ages  fought  against  her.  In 
their  fury  they  dashed  against  the  rock  on  which  she  is 
built;  they  were  hurled  back  prostrate  at  her  feet,  and 
finally  disappeared.  Christ  has  promised  to  remain 
with  her  to  the  end,  to  guard  her  in  all  truths.  She 
stands  gloriously  on  the  summit  of  the  mountain,  a 
beacon-light  to  the  weary  traveler  directing  his  course 
over  the  stormy  sea  of  this  world  to  the  haven  of  a 
happy  eternity.  In  her  bosom  he  finds  rest,  security, 
and  all  the  means  to  bring  him  to  a  happy  end. 
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CHAPTER  THIRTY-NINTH. 

THE  INDEFECTIBILITY  OF  THE  CHURCH. 

THE  CHURCH  must  be  indefectible,  that  is,  she 
must  remain  as  Christ  has  made  her  until  the  end 
of  the  world.  Christ  did  not  make  His  church  for  one 
generation,  or  for  one  or  several  countries,  but  for  all 
ages,  because  men  in  all  ages  are  to  be  saved.  He  has 
left  the  same  means  of  salvation  in  his  church  for  all, 
which  are  the  truths  revealed  by  Him  to  be  believed, 
the  observance  of  His  laws,  the  sacraments,  the  form  of 
worship  He  has  prescribed,  etc.  If  the  church  had  at 
any  time  failed,  as  the  adversary  alleges,  then,  those 
^vho  lived  after  the  defection,  would  not  have  had  the 
•ordinary  means  of  salvation,  for  a  defective  church  is 
one  which  has  fallen  away  from  the  truth,  and  has 
betrayed  the  trust  placed  in  her.  Such  a  church  cannot 
be  the  guardian  of  truth  nor  the  guide  to  lead  man  safely 
to  the  harbor  of  eternal  life,  and  consequently  cannot 
have  God  for  her  Author.  Christ  commissioned  His 
Apostles  to  teach  all  nations,  and  promised  to  remain 
with  them  lo  the  end  of  time;  but  the  Apostles,  like 
other  men,  paid  the  common  debt  of  nature;  and  as 
Christ  has  promised  to  remain  with  them  to  the  end  of 
the  world,  their  mission  was  not  to  be  terminated  by 
their  death,  but  was  to  be  continued  to  the  end  of  time 
by  their  lawful  successors,  the  bishops  of  the  Catholic 
church,  therefore,  extends  to  the  lawful  successors  of 
the  Apostles.  Hence,  by  virtue  of  the  commission, 
Chris1",  the  Divine  Element,  cannot  be  separated  from 
this  divinely  commissioned  corporation  of  teachers. 
But  Christ  cannot  be  the  Author  and  Founder  of  a 
corporation  professing  to  teach  faith  and  morals,  and 
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much  less  can  He  be  united  with  it,  if  it  teaches  errors 
against  faith  or  morals,  for  otherwise  He  would  approve 
of  the  errors  taught  by  such  a  corporation,  which  is 
absurd.  From  the  fact,  then,  that  He  gave  the  com 
mission  to  the  Apostles  and  to  their  successors  to  teach 
all  nations  the  truths  and  commanded  them,  He  is 
pledged  to  the  commission,  and  to  its  fulfillment,  for 
whatever  God  commissioned  must  be  fulfilled.  The 
commission,  then,  can  never  fail  to  exist,  or  lose  its 
identity,  and  is  a  pledge  of  its  infallibility  to  the  end  of 
time;  the  church  must  therefore  be  indefectible.  But 
the  adversary  says:  "I  concede  that  the  church  taught 
the  doctrines  of  Christ  in  the  beginning;  but  after  some 
centuries  she  introduced  many  errors.  The  defection 
did  not  take  place  at  once,  but  gradually  and  impercepti 
bly.  Some  assert  that  the  defection  took  place  in  the 
year  600,  others  in  750,  and  others  in  1200.  From  the 
very  fact  of  their  disagreeing  it  is  evident  that  their 
assertions  are  not  founded  in  fact.  If  there  wrere  inno 
vations  and  errors  introduced  into  the  church,  we  ask  by 
whom,  in  what  place,  and  in  what  year? 

It  is  a  historical  fact,  that  whenever  the  enemies 
endeavored  to  implant  their  errors  into  the  church,  they 
were  always  detected  and  refuted.  History  tells  us 
what  errors  they  taught,  who  were  the  teachers,  and  in 
what  year  they  lived.  Thus  we  know  who  Simon  Magus 
was,  the  first  heretic  who  disturbed  the  church.  We 
know  who  Menander  was  in  the  first  century;  he  denied 
that  God  is  the  Creator  of  the  world,  and  taught  many 
other  false  doctrines.  We  know  Montanus,  his  followers, 
and  the  doctrines  they  taught  in  the  third  century.  \Ve 
know  Manes  and  his  errors,  when  and  where  he  lived. 
We  know  Anus,  who  denied  the  Divinity  of  Christ;  and 
also  Nestorius,  the  impious  bishop  of  Constantinople, 
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whose  teachings  entirely  destroyed  the  mystery  of  the 
Incarnation;  in  fine,  we  have  the  history  of  all  the 
heresies. 

If  for  instance,  the  doctrine  of  the  real  presence,  or 
purgatory  or  any  other  doctrines  are  innovations  and 
errors  introduced  into  the  church,  after  the  lapse  of 
some  ages,  as  the  adversary  asserts,  why  is  it  that  such 
errors  were  not  perceived  and  refuted  as  well  as  all  other 
errors  against  faith?  Not  only  all  the  pastors  o,f  the 
church,  but  also  all  the  faithful  must  have  been  buried 
in  a  profound  sleep  during  those  times.  You  say  that 
the  real  presence  is  an  innovation,  that  in  the  earlier 
ages  of  Christianity  such  a  doctrine  was  unknown.  St. 
Ignatius,  bishop  of  Antioch,  who  was  instructed  in  the 
Christian  faith  by  the  Apostles,  says  in  his  epistle  to  the 
Trallians,  No.  10,  that  the  Holy  Eucharist  is  the  same 
flesh  that  suffered  for  our  sins,  and  that  the  Father 
raised  it  again.  St.  Justin,  who  lived  in  the  second  cen 
tury,  says  in  his  first  Apology,  that  the  Holy  Eucharist 
is  the  flesh  of  the  Incarnate  Jesus.  St.  Irseneus  who 
lived  in  the  same  century,  says:  "Since,  therefore,  both 
the  mingled  cup  and  created  bread  receive  the  Word  of 
God,  and  the  Eucharist  becomes  Christ's  body  and 
blood,  and  out  of  these  the  substance  of  our  flesh 
increases  and  subsists,  how  can  they  say  that  the  flesh 
is  not  susceptible  of  the  gift  of  God,  which  (gift)  is 
eternal  life, — that  flesh  which  is  nourished  by  the  body 
and  blood  of  the  Lord,  and  is  his  member."  (i)  Ter- 
tullian  teaches  the  same  doctrine  in  his  book  De  Idol- 
atria. 

Time  and  space  does  not  permit  us  to  give  the 
historical  evidence  of  all  the  doctrines  of  the  Catholic 

(i)  Advers.  Haeres.  Lib.  4,  cap.  18. 
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church;  they  are  all  the  same  as  the  church  held  them 
in  the  first  and  subsequent  centuries,  as  can  be  seen 
from  her  records  of  those  times.  The  reader  may  con 
sult  Bellarmin,  "De  Controversies  Christiana  Fidei  adversus 
hujus  temporis  hcKreticos."  He  writes  on  all  the  doctrines 
of  the  church,  and  collects  his  proofs  from  the  ancient 
writers.  With  regard  to  a  middle  state  of  purgatory, 
Turtullian  says:  ''We  make  on  one  day  every  year, 
oblations  for  the  dead,  as  for  their  birthday."  (i)  Again 
he  says,  in  his  book  de  Monagamia:  "Tell  me,  sister, 
hast  thou  dismissed  before  thee  thy  husband  in  peace; 
then  in  that  peace  must  she  needs  continue  with  him, 
whom  now  she  has  no  power  to  divorce,  neither  would 
she  have  married  had  a  divorce  been  in  her  power. 
Wherefore  also  does  she  pray  for  his  soul,  and  begs  for 
him  in  the  interim  refreshment,  and  in  the  first  resurrec 
tion  companionship,  and  makes  offerings  on  the  anni 
versary  days  of  his  falling  asleep."  St.  Cyprian  says: 
"The  bishops,  our  predecessors,  religiously  considering 
and  wholesomely  providing,  resolved  that  no  brother, 
depart  ng  this  life,  should  nominate  a  cleric  to  a  guard 
ianship  or  executorship;  and  that  if  any  one  should  have 
done  this,  there  should  be  no  oblation  for  him,  nor 
sacrifice  be  celebrated  on  his  falling  asleep.  For  he 
does  not  deserve  to  be  named  in  the  prayers  of  the 
priest  at  the  altar  of  God,  who  wishes  to  withdraw  from 
the  altar  the  priests  and  ministers.  And  since  Victor, 
in  contravention  of  the  rule  lately  given  by  priests  in 
council,  has  presumed  to  appoint  the  presbyter  Gemi- 
nius  Faustinus  guardian,  it  is  not  lawful  that  any  obla 
tion  be  made  among  you  on  his  falling  asleep,  or  any 
prayers  in  his  name  be  publicly  recited  in  the  church. "  (  2) 


(i)  De  Corona,  No.  3.     (2)  Ep.  LXVI.  ad  clerum  et  plebem  Furnis. 
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St.  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  says:  Then  we  also  com 
memorate  those  who  have  fallen  asleep  before  us,  first 
the  patriarchs,  prophets,  apostles,  that  God,  by  their 
prayers  and  intercessions,  would  receive  our  petition; 
then  also  in  behalf  of  the  holy  fathers  and  bishops  who 
have  fallen  asleep  before  us,  and  of  all,  in  short,  who 
have  already  fallen  asleep  from  amongst  us,  believing 
that  it  will  be  a  very  great  assistance  to  the  souls  for 
which  supplication  is  put  up,  while  the  holy  and  most 
awful  sacrifice  lies  to  view."  (i)  Finally,  St.  Augustin 
says:  "But  some  endure  temporary  pains  in  this  life 
only,  others  after  death,  others  both  now  and  then;  but 
before  that  most  severe  and  final  judgment.  But  not 
all  they,  who  endure  temporary  pains  after  death,  go 
into  everlasting  pains  which  will  have  place  after  judg 
ment.  For  as  we  have  already  said  above,  to  some  that 
which  is  not  remitted  in  this  world,  is  remitted  in  the 
world  to  come,  that  they  may  not,  to-wit,  be  punished  by 
the  everlasting  punishment  of  the  world  to  come."  (2) 

The  enemies  of  the  Catholic  church  seem  to  have  a 
special  aversion  for  the  sacrament  of  penance,  in  which 
by  the  priest's  absolution  the  sins  of  the  penitent  sinner 
are  forgiven  which  he  committed  after  baptism.  More 
over  the  catechism  of  the  council  of  Trent  says:  "As 
salvation  is  attainable  but  through  Christ  and  the  merits 
of  his  passion,  the  institution  of  this  sacrament  was  in 
itself  accordant  to  the  views  of  Divine  Wisdom,  and 
pregnant  with  blessings  to  the  Christian.  Penance  is 
the  channel  through  which  the  blood  of  Christ  flows  into 
the  soul,  washes  away  the  stains  contracted  after  baptism, 
and  calls  forth  from  us  the  grateful  acknowledgment, 


(i)  Catch.  Mystag  V.     (2)  De  Civitate  Dei^L.  21,  cap.  13. 
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that  to  the  Saviour  alone  we  are  indebted  for  the  blessings 
of  a  reconciliation  with  God."  (i ) 

In  consequence  of  his  aversion  of  the  sacrament  of 
penance,  the  adversary  strains  every  nerve  to  prove 
that  it  is  an  innovation  introduced  into  the  church,  and 
that  it  was  unheard  of  in  the  primitive  ages  of  Christi 
anity.  The  errors  in  relation  to  the  remission  of  sins 
committed  after  baptism,  can  be  traced  to  Montanus, 
who  lived  towards  the  end  of  the  second  century,  in  an 
obscure  village  of  Mysia*.  Montanus,  among  other 
erroneous  practices,  was  inexorable  towards  poor  sin 
ners,  whom  he  scarcely  admitted  to  penance  and  recon 
ciliation.  He  did  not  deny  the  power  of  the  church  to 
forgive  sins,  but  he  granted  it  only  to  spiritual  persons, 
— to  an  Apostle  or  a  Prophet.  But  the  bishops  arose 
up  against  the  scandalous  innovation  of  Montanus: 
"Serapion,  bishop  of  Antioch,"  says  Darras, (2)  "Apol- 
inaris,  of  Hierapolis,  Aelius  Publius,  of  Thrace,  meet 
ing  together  in  solemn  council  formerly  condemned  the 
new  heresy  and  its  supporters.  They  had  already  been 
denounced  by  Pope  St.  Soter,  who  now  confirmed  the 
sentence  of  the  council,  and  anathematized  Montanus 
and  his  disciples;  and  this  judgment  was  afterward 
renewed  by  (Pope)  Eleutherius."  About  the  middle  of 
the  third  century,  Novation  went  a  step  farther  than 
Montanus;  he  denied  that  the  church  had  power  to 
absolve  from  any  mortal  sin  committed  after  baptism. 
A  council  of  seventy  bishops  assembled  at  Carthage  and 
condemned  his  errors;  and  he  was  furthermore  con 
demned  by  Pope  Cornelius  and  by  seventy  bishops 
assembled  in  Rome.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  add 


(i)  Cat.  of  the  Coun.  of  Trent,  page  180.     (2)  Darras's  His.  of  the 
Church,  Vol.  I,  Page  245.      See  Eusebius'  History  of  the  church,  b< 
5,  chap.  16,  17,  18.  19.     Book  6,  chap.  43. 
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further  evidence  to  prove  that  Christ  gave  the  power  to 
the  bishops  and  priests  of  His  church  to  forgive  and 
retain  sins.  That  He  did  so  is  evident  from  the  fact 
that  when  He  had  breathed  upon  His  Apostles,  He  said 
to  them:  "Receive  ye  the  Holy  Ghost;  Whose  sins  you 
shall  forgive,  they  are  forgiven  them;  and  whose  you 
shall  retain,  they  are  retained." 

Though  the  preceding  evidence  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  Christ  gave  power  to  His  church  to  forgive  and 
retain  sins,  yet  it  may  not  be  out  of  place  to  adduce  a 
few  more  witnesses  of  early  Christianity,  who  bear 
evidence  to  the  same  fact.  Tertullian  says:  "For  if 
thou  thinkest  heaven  is  still  closed,  remember  that  the 
Lord  left  the  keys  thereof  to  Peter,  and  through  him  to 
the  church."  (i) 

St.  Cyprian  and  thirty-eight  other  bishops  assembled 
in  council,  seat  their  transactions  to  Pope  Cornelius: 
"We  have,"  said  they,  "long  since,  most  dear  brother, 
deliberated  in  council,  and  have  decreed  that  those,  who 
were  insnared  and  fell  contaminated  by  unlawful  sacri 
fices,  shall  perform  their  full  course  of  penance;  but  if 
they  be  in  danger  by  sickness,  they  shall  receive  peace 
(absolution)  when  at  the  point  of  death.  Neither  was 
it  right,  nor  did  the  compassion  of  the  Father  and  the 
Divine  Clemency  permit  the  church  to  be  closed  against 
those  that  knocked,  and  the  help  of  salutary  hope  be 
denied  to  the  mourning  and  suppliant,  so  that  they,  who 
departing  this  life  should  be  dismissed  to  the  Lord  with 
out  communion  and  peace,  whereas  He,  Who  gave  the 
law,  has  permitted  that  the  things  bound  on  earth  should 
be  also  bound  in  heaven,  whilst  the  things  might  be  loosed 
there  which  were  first  loosed  in  the  church."  (2) 


(i)  Scorpaie  No.    10.      (2)  Epis  54  ad  Cornelium. 
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"Men,"  says  St.  Chrysostom,  "that  dwell  on  earth, 
and  have  their  abode  thereon,  have  had  committed  to 
them  the  dispensation  of  the  things  that  are  in  heaven, 
and  have  received  a  power  which  God  has  not  given 
either  to  angels,  or  archangels;  for  not  to  these  was  it 
said:  Whatsoever  yc  shall  bind  on  eartli  shall  be  bound 
also  in  heaven;  and  whatsoever  ye  shall  loose  on  earth  shall 
also  be  loosed  in  heaven.  They  that  rule  on  earth  have 
indeed  also  power  to  bind,  but  the  body  only;  whereas 
this  bond  touches  the  very  soul  itself,  and  reaches  even 
unto  heaven;  and  what  the  priests  shall  do  below,  the 
same  does  God  ratify  above,  and  the  Lord  confirms  the 
sentence  of  His  servants.  And  what  else  is  this,  but 
that  He  has  given  them  all  heavenly  power?  For  He 
says:  Whose  sins  yon  shall  forgive  they  are  forgiven,  and 
whose  sins  you  shall  retain  they  arc  retained.  What  power 
could  be  greater  than  this?"  (i) 

The  power  of  forgiving  and  retaining  sins  is  a  judici 
ary  power;  he,  who  exercises  it,  must  judge  whether  the 
penitent  has  sins,  and  whether  he  has  the  dispositions 
required  for  the  forgiveness  of  his  transgressions. 
Hence,  the  penitent  is  required  by  the  Divine  law  to 
confess  his  sins  to  a  duly  authorized  priest,  if  he  wishes 
to  obtain  pardon  for  them.  We  will  therefore  give  a 
few  witnesses  of  early  Christianity  in  relation  to  the  con 
fession  of  sins.  In  the  first  century  St.  Clement  of 
Rome,  in  his  second  epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  says: 
"As  long  as  we  are  in  this  world,  let  us  repent  with  our 
whole  heart  of  the  evil  deeds  which  we  have  done  in  the 
flesh,  that  we  may  be  saved  by  the  Lord  while  we  have 
time  to  do  penance.  For  after  we  shall  have  gone  forth 
from  this  world,  we  will  no  longer  be  able  to  confess  or 


(i)  L.   Q.   De  Sicerdotio. 
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do  penance."  In  the  epistle  of  St.  Barnabas  we  read: 
"Thou  shalt  confess  thy  sins;  thou  shalt  not  come  to 
thy  prayers  with  an  evil  conscience."  Tertullian, 
speaking  of  confession  says:  "If  thou  drawest  back 
from  confession,  consider  in  thy  heart  that  hell-fire 
which  confession  shall  quench  for  thee;  and  first 
imagine  to  thyself  the  greatness  of  the  punishment,  that 
thou  mayest  not  doubt  concerning  the  adoption  of  the 
remedy.  What  think  we  of  that  store-house  of  ever 
lasting  fire,  when  some  of  its  petty  vents  shoot  up  such 
violence  of  flames,  that  the  neighboring  cities  either  are 
no  longer,  or  are  daily  expecting  the  same  end  for  them 
selves? ...  .When,  therefore,  thou  knowest  that  against 
hell-fire,  after  that  first  protection  of  baptism  ordained 
by  the  Lord,  there  is  yet  in  confession  a  second  aid, 
why  doest  thou  abandon  thy  salvation?  Why  delay  to 
enter  on  that  which  thou  knowest  wrill  heal  thee?  Even 
dumb  and  unreasoning  creatures  know  at  the  season  the 
medicine  which  are  given  them  from  God ....  Shall  the 
sinner,  knowing  that  confession  has  been  instituted  by 
the  Lord  for  his  restoration,  pass  over  that  which 
restored  the  king  of  Babylon  to  his  kingdom ...  .Why 
should  I  say  more  of  these  two  planks,  as  I  may  call 
them,  for  saving  men,  caring  more  for  the  work  of  my 
pen  than  the  duty  of  my  conscience?"  (i).  "It  is  true," 
says  St.  Cyprian,  "that  he  has  sinned  less  by  not  seeing 
the  idols,  and  by  not  profaning  the  sanctity  of  the  faith 
in  the  gaze  of  the  surrounding  and  insulting  crowd,  and 
by  not  polluting  his  hands  with  the  fatal  sacrifices,  nor 
staining  his  lips  with  the  accursed  food.  This  avails 
him  that  his  guilt  be  less,  and  not  that  his  conscience  be 
innocent.  He  can  attain  the  pardon  of  his  crime  more 

(i)  Paenitentia  No.  8-12. 
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easily,  still  he  is  not  free  from  guilt,  and  let  him  not 
cease  doing  penance,  and  supplicating  God's  mercy,  lest 
what  seems  less  in  the  nature  of  the  crime  be  aggra 
vated  by  neglected  satisfaction.  I  beseech  you,  most 
dear  brethren,  let  each  confess  his  sin  whilst  he  that 
sinned,  is  yet  among  the  living,  while  his  confession  can 
be  admitted,  while  satisfaction  and  the  remission  made 
through  the  priests  are  pleasing  before  the  Lord."  (r) 

But  the  adversary  says  that  no  traces  of  Papal 
infallibility  can  be  found  in  the  earlier  ages  of  Christi 
anity,  and  that  is  certainly  a  modern  innovation,  and 
therefore  the  church  cannot  be  indefectible. 

It    is    a    fact    well    attested     that    early    Christianity 
believed  the  church  to  be  infallible  in  teaching  faith  and 
morals.      In   the  first   century  St.    Ignatius   says:      "For 
this  cause  did  the  Lord  take  ointment  on  His  head,  that 
He   might   breathe    incorruption   upon   the  church. "(2). 
By  breathing  incorruption  on   the  church,  he  evidently 
means    an   immunity   from   error   in   teaching   faith    and 
morals.      We  have  seen   in  another   part  of  this  work, 
that  St.  Ignatius   gives  the  pre-eminence  to  the  Roman 
church   over  all    the   other  churches,  and    therefore   the 
Lord's  breathing    incorruption  applies  especially  to  the 
Roman  church.      But  as  the  Roman   Pontiff  is  not   only 
Bishop  of  Rome,  but  the  head  of  the  universal  church, 
as  St.  Ignatius  acknowledges  by  giving  the  pre-eminence 
or   primacy  to   that  church;   therefore   the   breathing  of 
incorruption  applies  particularly  to   the  Roman  Pontiff, 
or,  in  other  words,  the  inference  of  his  words  is  that  the 
Roman   Pontiff  is  infallible  when  he  teaches  faith  and 
morals  ex  cathedra. 

St.  Iraeneus  says:     "Of  others  it  does  not  behoove  us 


(i)'  De  Lapcis.      (2)  Epis.  ad  Ephes.  c.  17. 
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to  seek  the  truth  which  can  easily  be  found  in  the 
church,  since  the  Apostles  delivered  entirety  to  her,  as 
in  a  rich  deposit,  all  truth;  so  that  whosoever  wishes, 
may  receive  from  her  the  draught  of  life."  (i).  From 
the  fact  he  alleges  that  the  Apostles  delivered  all  truths 
to  the  church,  he  acknowledges  her  infallibility  in  teach 
ing  faith  and  morals.  But  the  church  in  teaching  faith 
and  morals  is  and  has  always  been  united  with  the 
visible  head;  hence,  if  we  know  what  is  taught  in  one 
church  or  diocese,  we  know  what  all  the  other  churches 
teach,  and  that  their  teaching  is  in  harmony  with  the 
teaching  of  the  Sovereign  Pontiff.  St.  Iraeneus,  more 
over,  tells  us,  in  Irs  third  book  against  heresies,  that  all 
the  churches  agree  with  the  Roman  church  on  account 
of  a  more  powerful  principality,  and  because  the  tradi 
tions  of  the  Apostles  have  been  preserved  in  that 
church;  he  therefore  evidently  attributes  the  active 
infallibility  to  the  Roman  church,  or  to  the  Sovereign 
Pontiff,  the  supreme  authority  not  only  of  the  Roman 
church,  but  of  the  universal  church,  as  we  have  proved 
gjsewhere. 

The  infallibility  of  the  Sovereign  Pontiff  is  further 
more  evident  and  manifested  in  every  age  of  the  church, 
from  the  fact  that  his  decisions  are  irreformable.  Pope 
Hyginus,  in  the  second  century,  condemned  the  errors  of 
Valentine,  who  among  other  false  doctrines,  taught  that 
Jesus  Christ  did  not  become  incarnate  in  the  womb  of 
the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  but  brought  His  body  from 
heaven;  and  he  also  condemned  Cerdonius,  who  with 
Manes  taught  the  existence  of  two  principles,  the  one 
good  and  the  other  evil;  and  he  also  denied  the  resur 
rection  of  the  body.  In  the  same  century  Pope  Victor 


(i)  Adver.  Haeres.  L.  3,  c.  u. 
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condemned  the  doctrine  which  taught  that  the  Chris 
tians  were  obliged  by  the  Divine  law  to  celebrate  Easter 
on  the  same  day  on  which  the  Jews  celebrated  their 
Passover,  and  he  also  condemned  the  doctrine  of  Theo- 
dotus,  which  was  that  Christ  is  a  mere  man.  In  261, 
Pope  Dionysius  convoked  a  council  in  Rome,  in  which 
he  condemned  the  two  opposite,  but  equally  impious 
errors  of  those  who  held  the  doctrine  of  Sabellius,  and  of 
those  who  said  that  the  Word  had  been  created,  made 
or  formed,  and  that  the  Word  was  not  consubstantial 
with  the  Father.  These  and  all  other  errors  condemned 
by  the  Popes  in  every  age  of  the  church,  as  ecclesias 
tical  history  shows,  remained  condemned.  Hence  St. 
Augustin  says:  "The  judgment  of  Rome  is  the  judg 
ment  of  the  church;  there  is  no  appeal  from  it;  it  must 
be  received  and  carried  into  execution  everywhere." 

Finally,  Pope  Agatho  says  in  his  letter  to  the  sixth 
general  council  assembled  in  Constantinople,  that  the 
Roman  See  has  never  erred  and  will  never  err.  When 
the  Pope's  letter  was  read  in  the  council,  the  bishops 
exclaimed:  "Peter  has  spoken  through  the  mouth  of 
Agatho."  Here  we  have  an  acknowldgement  of  a  gen 
eral  council  of  the  infallibility  of  the  Roman  See,  or.  in 
other  words,  that  the  Pope  teaching  faith  or  morals,  as 
Pastor  and  Doctor  of  the  universal  church,  is  infallible. 
But  it  is  again  asserted  that  the  Pope  makes  new 
dogmas  of  faith,  and  that  is  surely  an  innovation  and 
destroys  the  indefectibility  of  the  church.  This  ques 
tion  has  already  been  sufficiently  answered.  I  again 
reply  that  Christ  left  a  number  of  truths  to  His  Apos 
tles,  and  through  them  to  His  subsequent  church;  these 
truths  form  what  is  called  the  deposit  of  faith,  or  super 
natural  revelation.  Nothing  can  be  added  to  the 
deposit,  nor  can  anything  be  taken  from  it;  hence  our 
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Saviour  appointed  the  Appostles  and  their  successors  in 
office,  the  guardians  of  these  truths;  the  deposit  must  be 
left  intact  by  the  church,  and  this  is  what  the  church 
teaches.  The  Pope  cannot,  therefore,  in  his  official 
capacity,  promulgate  any  doctrine  unless  it  is  contained 
in  the  deposit  given  by  Christ.  The  adversary  is, 
therefore, 'greatly  mistaken  when  he  says  that  many  new 
doctrines  have  been  introduced  into  the  church;  they 
are  old  doctrines  which  the  church  has  declared  to  be 
contained  in  the  deposit  of  Divine  revelation.  It  was 
only  when  the  truth  was  denied  by  heretics  that  the 
church,  in  order  to  save  her  indefectibility,  was  obliged 
to  declare  to  the  world  the  truth;  it  existed  before  the 
declaration  as  well  as  after;  this,  then,  does  not  effect 
the  truth.  To  such  then,  who  would  dispossess  the 
church  of  her  doctrines,  we  may  say  in  the  language  of 
Tertullian:  "Who  are  you,  and  whence  do  you  come? 
By  what  right  do  you  cut  down  our  wood?  By  what 
authority  do  you  turn  the  course  of  our  waters?  Why 
do  you  attempt  to  remove  our  landmark?  This  is  our 
possession;  we  have  held  it  of  old;  we  held  it  first;  we 
have  a  sure  title  down  from  the  first  owners  themselves, 
whose  estate  it  was.  We  are  therefore  heirs  of  the 
Apostles.  As  they  provided  by  their  own  testament,  as 
they  committed  it  on  trust,  as  they  have  adjudged,  so 
we  hold  it. 
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CHAPTER    FORTIETH. 

POPE    LIBERIUS    TAUGHT    NO    ERRORS 
AGAINST  FAITH   OR  MORALS. 

/CHRISTIANITY  had,  from  its  commencement,  ene- 
\^j  mies  who  labored  to  destroy  it  in  its  cradle:  they 
were  not  only  Jews  and  pagans,  who  waged  an  open 
war  against  it,  but  it  had  enemies  within  its  own  domain, 
who  strove  to  corrupt  and  destroy  it  by  their  false  doc 
trines.  Although  the  Divinity  of  Christ  was  firmly 
believed  and  clearly  taught  by  its  first  professors,  yet, 
strange  to  say,  we  find  men  in  the  first  century,  who 
called  themselves  Christians,  denying  the  Divinity  of 
Christ;  among  these  was  Cerinthus.  Bernini  gives  us 
an  account  of  the  death  of  this  heresiarch;  he  says  that 
the  Apostle  St.  John  met  him  going  into  a  bath,  when, 
turning  to  those  along  with  him,  he  said,  let  us  hasten 
out  of  this,  lest  we  be  buried  alive;  and  they  had  scarcely 
gone  outside  when  the  whole  building  fell  with  a  crash, 
and  the  unfortunate  Cerinthus  was  overwhelmed  in  the 
ruins. 

After  St.  John  had  returned  from  the  island  of  Pat- 
mos,  where  he  had  been  banished  by  the  emperor 
Domitian  for  professing  Christianity,  he  was  entreated 
by  his  brethren  to  write  his  Gospel.  St.  Jerome  relates 
that  when  earnestly  pressed  by  the  brethren  to  write  the 
Gospel,  he  answered  that  he  would,  if  by  ordering  a 
common  fast  the)'  would  put  up  their  prayers  to  God; 
which  being  ended,  replenished  with  the  clearest  and 
fullest  revelation  coming  from  heaven,  he  burst  forth  into 
that  preface:  "In  the  beginning  was  the  Word,  etc." 
It  appears  that  the  main  object,  which  the  Apostle  had 
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in  view,  was  to  vindicate  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  and  to 
refute  Cerinthus  and  his  followers.  He  says:  "In  the 
beginning  was  the  Word."  That  is,  the  Word  is  from 
eternity,  fcr  he  says  that  the  Word  was  with  God,  and 
the  Word  was  God.  Later  on  Pope  Dionysius.  in  a 
council  held  in  Rome,  condemned"  the  blasphemous 
doctrine  denying  the  Divinity  of  Christ.  This  heresy 
was  renewed  by  Arius,  in  the  forepart  of  the  fourth 
century,  and  was  again  condemned  by  the  council  of 
Nice  in  325,  as  we  have  already  seen. 

Having  seen  the  origin  of  this  heresy  and  its  repeated 
condemnation,  we  now  come  to  Pope  Liberius,  who  is 
accused  of  having  espoused  it  by  those  who  deny  the 
infallible  authority  of  the  church.  They  say  that  he 
signed  a  formula  of  faith  drawn  up  by  the  Arians,  in 
which  the  doctrine  was  set  forth  that  the  Son  of  God  is 
not  consubstantial  with  the  Father,  and  consequently 
not  God;  and  therefore  the  supreme  authority  of  the 
church  is  not  infallible  from  the  fact  that  Pope  Liberius 
approved  of  Arianism.  We  shall  see  in  the  sequel  that 
this  objection  is  without  foundation.  Liberius  was  a 
strenuous  opponent  of  the  Arian  heresy,  and  an  ardent 
defender  of  the  Nicene  faith,  and  of  the  innocence  of  St. 
Athnasius  before  he  was  exiled  by  the  emperor  Con- 
stantius  to  Berea. 

St.  Athanasius,  the  illustrious  patriarch  of  Alexan 
dria,  had  been  the  great  champion  and  defender  of  Cath 
olic  faith.  As  might  have  been  expected,  he  drew  the 
odium  of  the  entire  Arian  faction  upon  himself,  and 
hence  he  was  an  object  of  persecution  for  many  years. 
A  new  church  had  been  built  in  Alexandria,  at  the  public 
expense;  it  was  inaugurated  by  St.  Athanasius  without 
the  participation  of  Constantius.  This  became  a  new 
pretext  for  the  emperor  and  the  Arian  party  to  persecute 
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the  holy  patriarch.  The  emperor  appealed  to  Pope 
Liberius,  requesting  him  to  condemn  Athanasius.  St. 
Athanasius's  inaugurating  the  church  was  a  mere  pretext 
for  his  condemnation;  what  the  emperor  aimed  at  was 
the  destruction  of  the  Catholic  faith  in  the  empire,  and 
the  substitution  of  Arianism  in  its  place;  and  as  St. 
Athansius  was  the  great  bulwark  of  the  Catholic  religion 
in  the  African  church,  without  doubt,  the  emperor 
thought  that  by  striking  him  down,  he  would  give  a 
mortal  blow  to  the  Catholic  Church  in  that  country. 
The  Pope  assembled  a  council  of  bishops  in  Rome  and 
laid  the  matter  before  them.  The  answer  was  worthy 
of  the  See  of  St.  Peter:  '-'It  would  be  contrary  to  all 
law,  human  and  Divine  to  anathematize  a  bishop  whose 
faith  is  that  of  the  church,  and  whose  virtue  is  the  admi 
ration  of  the  whole  world."  This  enraged  the  emperor, 
he  issued  an  edict  of  banishment  against  all  who  would 
not  subscribe  to  the  condemnation  of  Athanasius.  The 
Pope,  wishing  to  restore  peace  and  to  appease  the  anger 
of  the  emperor,  sent  Vincent  of  Capua,  who  had  presided 
with  Osius  of  Cordova,  in  the  Council  of  Nice,  as  Legate 
of  Pope  Sylvester.  The  prelate  was  required  to  propose 
to  the  emperor  the  necessity  of  a  general  council,  by 
which  the  matter  in  dispute  might  be  settled.  No  doubt 
the  Pope  thought  that,  during  the  interval,  the  angry 
passions  would  subside,  and  that  a  council  composed  of 
bishops  of  every  part  of  the  world  would  by  their 
authority  move  the  emperor,  if  not  to  submit,  at  least 
to  become  reconciled,  .  and  that  harmony  would  be 
restored.  Vincent  met  the  emperor  at  Aries  where  he 
was  surrounded  by  his  Arian  bishops,  all  enemies  of  St. 
Athanasius.  They  had  met  in  council,  and  were  pro 
ceeding  to  condemn  him.  The  Legate,  seduced  by 
intrigue*  and  terrified  by  threats,  forgot  the  character 
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with  which  he  had  been  vested,  and  in  a  moment  of 
sinful  weakness  subscribed  to  the  condemnation  and 
anathema  against  the  illustrious  patriarch  of  Alexandria. 
Liberius  was  grieved  when  he  had  heard  of  the  fall  of 
Vincent  of  Capua.  He  immediately  wrote  to  Osius  as 
follows:  "I  had  placed  great  hope  in  his  intervention. 
He  was  personally  known  to  the  emperor,  to  whom  he 
had  formerly  presented  the  acts  of  the  council  of  Sardica. 
Yet  he  has  not  only  failed  to  fulfil  his  mission,  but  has 
even  been  guilty  of  a  deplorable  act  of  weakness.  I  am 
doubly  grieved  at  it;  and  I  beg  of  God  that  I  ma}7  rather 
die  than  ever  have  a  part  in  the  triumph  of  injustice." 
The  Pope  commissioned  Lucifer,  bishop  of  Cagliavi  and 
metropolitan  of  Sardinia,  with  the  priest  Pancratius  and 
the  deacon  Hilary,  to  deliver  to  the  emperor  a  letter  full 
of  respectful  firmness,  disavowing  the  conduct  of  Vincent 
of  Capua,  and  urging  anew  the  necessity  of  calling  a 
general  council  for  the  careful  examination  of  the  points 
at  issue;  "and"  he  writes,  "to  preserve  in  its  full  integ 
rity  the  belief  unanimously  expressed  by  the  Cathdlic 
church,  in  the  presence  of  Constantine  the  Great,  your 
father  of  holy  and  glorious  memory." 

The  council  assembled  at  Milan  in  the  beginning  of 
year  335.  Three  Legates  were  sent  by  the  Pope;  they 
wrere  the  same  whom  the  Pope  had  sent  the  preceeding 
year  to  the  emperor,  namely,  Lucifer  of  Cagliari,  the 
priest  Poneratius,  and  the  deacon  Hilary.  Constantius 
was  determined  that  the  bishops  of  the  council  should 
yield  to  his  will.  He,  himself,  had  drawn  up  a  docu 
ment  in  which  he  supported  the  Arian  doctrine  and  made 
its  recognition  binding  on  all  the  churches  of  the  empire. 
The  Legate  Lucifer  replied  with  firmness:  "Though 
Constantius  should  use  all  his  legions  against  us,  he  will 
never  compel  us  to  renounce  the  belief  of  Nice,  or  to 
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assent  to  the  blasphemies  of  Arius."  Threats  had  no 
avail  to  induce  him  to  consent  to  the  condemnation  of 
St.  Athanasius.  The  emperor,  irritated  at  this  unex 
pected  resistance,  cited  Lucifer  of  Cagliari,  Eusebius  of 
Verecelli,  and  Dionysius  of  Milan  before  him.  These 
three  prelates  wielded  the  greatest  influence  in  the 
council.  "I  am  the  personal  accuser  of  Athanasius," 
said  Constantius,  "you  must  believe  the  truth  of  my 
assertion."  "This  is  not  a  question,"  replied  the 
bishops,  "of  a  temporal  nature,  in  which  the  imperial 
authority  would  be  decisive;  an  ecclesiastical  judgment 
is  required,  in  which  equal  partiality  must  be  shown 
both  to  the  accuser  and  the  accused.  Athanasius  is 
absent;  he  cannot  b.e  condemned  without  a  hearing;  the 
rules  of  the  church  forbid  it."  "But  my  will,"  replied 
Constantius,  "must  be  the  rule.  You  have  to  choose 
between  submission  or  exile."  The  prelates  withdrew. 
On  the  next  day  the}-  were  on  their  way  to  exile.  The 
deacon  Hilary,  whose  firmness  had  been  most  offensive, 
was  scourged  in  the  public  square  before  starting  for  his 
place  of  exile.  In  a  circular  letter  to  the  exiled  bishops 
who  refused  to  betray  the  faith,  Pope  Liberius  wrote  as 
follows:  "What  praise  can  I  bestow  on  you.  divided  as 
I  am,  between  grief  for  your  absence  and  joy  for  your 
glory.  The  best  consolation  that  I  can  offer  you  is  to 
beg  that  you  will  believe  me  to  be  in  exile  with  you.  I 
could  have  wished,  dearly  beloved  brothers,  to  be  the 
first  victim  offered  for  you  all,  and  to  give  the  example 
of  glory  you  have  acquired;  but  your  merit  has  won  for 
you  that  high  prerogative.  I  therefore  entreat  you  in 
your  charity,  to  imagine  me  present  with  you,  and  to 
believe  that  my  greatest  grief  is  the  privation  of  your 
society.  Since  your  tribulation  brings  you  nearer  to  our 
Lord,  offer  your  prayers  to  Him  for  me  that  I  may 
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patiently  bear  the  violence  with  which  I  am  daily  threat 
ened.  Entreat  the  Divine  Mercy  that  the  faith  may 
remain  inviolate;  that  the  Catholic  church  may  be  pre 
served  from  division.  Send  me  an  account  of  the  com 
bat  you  have  sustained  for  the  faith,  that  your  exhorta 
tions  may  restore  my  courage,  and  even  the  wasted 
strength  of  my  body  oppressed  by  complicated  dis 
eases."  Darras  says:  "The  threats,  of  which  the  Pope 
writes,  very  soon  grew  into  open  persecutions.  The 
Arian  eunuch,  Eusebius,  whose  unlfmited  power  over 
the  weak  mind  of  Constantius  had  reduced  the  church 
to  its  present  sad  condition,  was  sent  to  Rome  by  the 
emperor  to  deceive  Liberius  and  force  him  to  sign  the 
condemnation  of  Athanasius.  The  eunuch  found  pres 
ents  and  threats  equally  ineffectual;  he  then  procured  a 
rescript  ordering  Leontius,.  governor  of  Rome,  to  con 
vey  Liberius  to  Milan,  where  Constantius  held  his  court. 
The  interview  between  the  Pope  and  the  emperor,  as 
might  have  been  forseen,  was  full  of  passion,  recrimin 
ation  and  violence  on  the  part  of  Constantius;  dignified, 
reserved  and  firm  on  that  of  Liberius.  Two  days  later 
the  Pope  was  seized  and  exiled  to  Berea,  in  Thrace. 
The  emperor  sent  him  five  hundred  gold  pieces  (about 
ten  thousand  francs)  to  defray  his  expenses.  Liberius 
sent  the  money  back  with  these  words:  'Tell  the 
emperor  to  keep  his  money  for  the  support  of  his  army.' 
A  like  tender  from  the  empress  met  with  a  like  reply. 
When  the  eunuch  Eusebius  had  the  effrontery  to  make 
a  similar  proffer,  the  indignant  Pontiff  answered:  'You 
have  desolated  the  churches  throughout  the  world,  and 
do  you  »ffer  me  alms  as  to  a  criminal?  Go  and  begin 
by  embracing  the  true  faith.'  Liberius  had  hardly  left 
the  soil  of  Italy  when  the  emperor  caused  the  Arian  fac 
tion  to  consecrate  an  anti-pope  in  Rome.  The  bishop 
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of  Centumcella  was,  on  this  occasion,  the  organ  of  the 
imperial  will.  He  caused  the  choice  to  fall  upon  Felix, 
an  archdeacon  of  the  Roman  church.  Three  eunuchs 
represented  the  assembly  of  the  people;  three  bishops, 
one  of  whom  was  Acacius,  of  Caesarea,  consecrated  him 
in  the  palace  of  the  emperor.  The  Roman  people  had 
no  part  in  this  irregular  ordination;  they  would  hold  no 
communion  with  the  usurper  and  remained  always  faith 
ful  in  their  attachment  to  Liberius.  Antiquity,  how 
ever,  does  Felix  the  justice  to  testify  that  he  always 
kept  the  belief  of  Nice,  and  that  his  conduct  was  irre 
proachable,  save  in  the  one  particular  of  his  relations 
with  the  Arians."  (i) 

Liberius  is  accused  of  having  signed  a  formula  of 
belief  containing  the  Arian  doctrine;  but  this  is  not 
founded  in  fact.  Even  if  for  the  sake  of  argument,  we 
grant  that  he  did  sign  such  a  document,  that  would  not 
militate  against  the  infallibility  of  the  Roman  Pontiff. 
His  signing  a  document  containing  Arianism  was  not  an 
official  act.  The  most  that  can  be  said  in  this  hpothesis 
is,  that  Liberius,  worn  out  with  toil  and  persecution, 
wished  to  rid  himself  of  his  Arian  persecutors,  signed, 
by  a  deplorable  act  of  weakness,  a  document  containing 
the  Arian  heresy.  But  as  he  never  taught  in  his  official 
capacity,  or  ex  cathedra,  what  is  said  to  be  contained  in 
that  document — any  unofficial  or  un-ex  cathedra  acts  on 
the  part  of  the  Roman  Pontiff  are  not  recognized  by  the 
church  as  infallible,  because  in  such  acts  the  Pope  is 
not  infallible— this,  then,  neither  militates  against  the 
infallibility  of  Liberius,  nor  against  the  infallibility  of 
the  supreme  authority  of  the  church.  Having  seen  that 
Liberius  was,  up  to  this  time,  a  glorious  defender  of  the 


(i)  Darras's  Church  History,  Vol.  I,  Page  454. 
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Nicene  creed,  that  he  preferred  to  go  into  exile,  rather 
than  to  betray  the  faith,  that  he  rejected  the  proffered 
gifts  with  a  generous  indignation,  and  that  he  adminis 
tered  a  severe  rebuke  to  the  eunuch,  Eusebius,  by  say 
ing:  "You  have  desolated  the  churches  throughout  the 
world;  and  do  you  offer  me  an  alms  as  to  a  criminal?" 
We  will  now  investigate  the  charges  alleged  against 
Liberius. 

In  order  to  understand  the  nature  of  the  accusation, 
it  is  necessary  to  state  that  there  were  three  formulas  of 
belief  drawn  up  at  Sirmium.  The  first  formula  was 
adopted  in  the  year  351;  and  in  this  Photinus,  bishop  of 
Sermium,  was  again  condemned;  for  he  denied  to  Christ, 
not  only  consubstantiality  with  the  Father,  but  also  His 
Divinity,  asserting  with  Cerinthus,  Ebion  and  Paul  of 
Samosata,  that  the  Son  of  God,  had  no  existence  before 
Mary.  Photinus  had  been  condemned  in  the  council  of 
Sardica;  but  Constantius  allowed  him  to  appeal  to  the 
council  of  Sirmium.  This  council,  composed  of  Arians 
and  semi-Arians,  condemned  him  a  second  time.  The 
formula,  which  it  promulgated  in,  is  as  follows:  "The 
holy  Catholic  church  does  not  recognize  as  belonging  to 
her  those  who  say  that  the  Son  existed  from  any  creature 
or  substance,  and  not  from  God,  or  that  there  was  a 
time  when  he  did  not  exist.  If  any  one  denies  that 
Christ — God  was  not  before  all  ages,  and  by  Whom  all 
things  were  made,  and  that  it  was  only  for  the  time  He 
was  born  of  Mary  that  He  was  called  Christ  and  the 
Son,  and  that  it  was  only  then  His  Deity  commenced, 
let  him  be  anathematized."  (i) 

This  is  the  first  formula.  Although  the  word  con- 
substantial  is  not  expressed  in  it,  yet  it  is  fully  implied, 


(i)  See  Natalis's  History  of  the  Church,  fourth  age. 
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for  according  to  it  the  Son  is  God  from  all  eternity;  and 
His  Divinity  is  from  eternity.  This  formula  considered 
in  itself  is  Catholic;  the  Aiians  may  distort  it  into  an 
Arian  sense,  as  they  do  the  Sacred  Scriptures  them 
selves. 

The  second  formula  was  published  in  Sermium  in 
the  year  357.  It  was  totally  Arian,  for  the  words  con- 
substantial,  and  like  in  substance  were  rejected,  as  they 
could  not  be  found  in  the  Sacred  Scriptures.  This  was 
not  the  only  blasphemous  error  it  contained;  for  it 
asserted  besides,  that  the  Father  was  without  any  doubt, 
greater  than  the  Son  in  honor,  dignity  and  Godship; 
and  that  the  Son  was  subject  to  the  Father  together 
with  all  things  which  the  Father  subjected  to  the  Son. 
This  formula  is  blasphemous.  St.  Hilary  calls  it: 
"Exemplum  blasphemies  apud  Sirmiiim. 

The  third  formula  was  likewise  composed  in  Sirmium 
in  the  year  359.  It  rejects  the  word  substance,  but 
recognizes  the  Son  as  equal  to  the  Father  in  all  things: 
tlVocabulum  porro  substantial,  quid  simplicius  a  patribus 
positum  est,  et  a  populis  ig  natur,  et  scandalum  affert,  eo 
quod  in  Scripturis  non  contincatur,  placuit  ut  dc  medio  tol- 
leretur.  Fillium  aiitcm  Patri  per  omnia  similem  dicimus, 
quemadmodum  Sacra  Litter  a  dicunt  et  docent.  In  the  first 
formula  the  word  consubstantiate  is  omitted;  in  the 
second,  no  mention  is  made  of  either  word,  nor  even  of 
the  words  like  unto;  and  in  the  third  like  unto  is  retained 
and  explained. 

Some  accuse  Liberius  of  having  subscribed  to  the 
third  formula;  but  it  was  drawn  up  in  the  year  of  359. 
Liberius  had  then  returned  to  Rome,  as  we  learn  from 
the  testimony  of  St.  Athnasius.  Moreover,  the  reason 
why  he  had  been  exiled,  was  because  he  would  not 
enroll  his  name  on  the  banner  of  Arianism.  It  can  by 
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no  means  be  supposed  that,  after  enduring  persecution 
and  exile  for  some  years,  he  would,  after  his  liberation 
and  return  to  Rome,  subscribe  on  his  own  accord,  to 
such  a  document.  The  Romans  held  Arianism  in  utter 
abhorrence,  as  can  be  seen  from  their  conduct  towards 
the  anti-pope  Felix.  If  Liberius  had  espoused  Arianism 
at  any  time  in  Rome,  the  whole  people  would  have 
risen  up  against  him.  This  accusation  is  therefore 
utterly  without  foundation. 

We  know  from  the  testimony  of  Baronius,  Natalis, 
Alexandria,  Graveson,  Fleury  and  many  other  authors, 
that  he  did  not  subscribe  to  the  second  formula. 

But  we  are  again  assured  that  Liberius  subscribed  to 
the  first  Sirimum  formula,  that  that  formula  was  adopted 
by  the  Arians,  and  consequently  was  Arian;  therefore 
Liberius  approved  of  Arianism.  I  answer  that  he  neither 
subscribed  to  nor  approved  of  the  first,  second,  nor 
third  Sirium  formula;  nor  did  he  subscribe  to  nor 
approve  of  any  other  Arian  documents,  as  will  be  seen 
further  on. 

The  first  formula  was  not  drawn  up  by  the  Arians, 
but  by  the  semi-Arians;  and  considered  absolutely  in 
itself,  is  orthodox,  as  we  have  already  seen.  The 
Emperor  commanded  Domophilus,  the  semi-Arian 
bishop  of  Aquilea,  another  apostate,  to  leave  no  means 
untried  to  make  Liberius  sign  the  first  formula  of  Siri 
mum,  and  the  condemnation  of  St.  Athanasius.  He 
signed  no  document  of  any  kind  as  is  evident  from  what 
follows:  Rohrbacher,  in  his  "Universal  History  of 
the  Catholic  church,"  says:  "The  emperor,  Constantius 
saw  Rome  for  the  first  time  as  he  entered  it  towards  the 
end  of  April,  A.  D.  357,  in  triumph  of  his  victory  won 
six  years  before  over  Maxentius.  Liberius  had  now 
lingered  out  two  years  of  exile;  the  Roman  matrons 
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urged  their  husbands  to  petition  the  emperor  for  his 
restoration.  They  answered,  that  they  feared  the  anger 
of  the  emperor,  who  would  not  perhaps  pardon  the 
request  if  made  by  men,  and  that  the  matrons  them 
selves  would  be  more  favorably  received;  that,  though 
their  prayers  should  be  denied,  still  no  harm  could 
accrue  to  them  from  it.  The  matrons,  therefore,  pre 
sented  their  supplication  to  the  emperor,  entreating  him 
to  pit}-  so  great  a  city  deprived  of  its  pastor.  Con- 
stantius  replied  that  Rome  possessed  a  pastor  capable 
of  governing  it,  without  assistance  from  another:  he 
meant  Felix.  The  Roman  matrons  rejoined  that  no 
body  entered  the  church  whilst  Felix  was  there;  for 
though  he  kept  the  Nicene  faith,  he  still  held  commun 
ion  with  those  who  corrupted  it.  The  emperor,  doubt 
less,  promised  to  attend  to  their  request;  for,  sometime 
after,  he  wrote  to  Rome,  announcing  that  Liberius  was 
to  be  recalled,  and  to  govern  the  church  in  conjunction 
with  Felix.  But  when  the  letter  was  read  in  circus,  the 
people  ironically  exclaimed:  "That  is  just  indeed!  As 
tJiere  are  two  factions  in  tJic  circus  distinguislied  b\  their 
colors ',  each  one  iuiU  have  its  bishop!"  Having  thus 
expressed  their  contempt  for  the  imperial  letter,  they 
cried  out  with  one  voice:  "One  God.  one  Christ,  one 
bishop!"  Matters  were  carried  to  yet  greater  extremes. 
Seditions  were  excited  in  Rome,  and  its  streets  were  even 
stained  with  blood.  It  was  on  this  account,  according 
to  the  historian  Socrates,  that  the  emperor  reluctantly 
consented  to  the  return  of  Liberius  to  his  pontifical 
throne.  The  admirable  Liberius  then,  says  Theodoret, 
returned  to  his  beloved  city.  Other  ancient  authors 
inform  us  that  he  entered  Rome  in  triumph:  that  the 
whole  city,  full  of  joy,  went  out  to  meet  him.  and 
expelled  Felix,  (i ) 

(i)  Rohrbacher  His.  of  the  Church,  Vol.  n.  P<age  430. 
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The  historian  says  that  the  Roman  matrons  entreated 
the  emperor  to  have  pity  on  so  great  a  city  deprived  of 
its  pastor.  This  shows  conclusively  that  Felix  was  not 
recognized  as  the  lawful  Pope;  the  reasons  are  obvious; 
for  the  secular  power  has  no  authority  to  make  such 
appointments.  But  it  appears  that  he  was  rejected  for 
still  greater  reasons,  for  it  is  alleged,  though  he  kept 
the  Nicene  faith  he  still  held  communication  with  those 
who  corrupted  it.  From  this  it  is  apparent  that  they 
bore  the  greatest  aversion,  not  only  to  the  Arians.  but 
also  to  those  who  communicated  with  them.  It  appears 
furthermore  from  the  same  historian,  that  the  men  were 
afraid  to  ask  the  emperor  to  restore  their  bishop,  lest 
they  might  incur  his  anger;  and  this  was  evidently  the 
reason  why  the  anti-pope  was  tolerated,  yet  entirely 
abandoned,  for  when  they  felt  that  they  could  expel  him 
with  impunity  they  did  so.  Had  Liberius  signed  any 
Arian  document,  the  Arians  would  have  published  every 
where  that  the  controversy  between  the  Catholics  and 
themselves  was  at  an  end;  that  Liberius  had  decided  in 
their  favor.  This  undoubtedly  would  have  reached 
Rome  before  the  arrival  of  Liberius.  The  Romans 
holding  the  Arians  and  their  abettors  in  utter  abhorence, 
would  never  have  requested  the  emperor  to  restore  their 
bishop,  Liberius,  if  he  had  subscribed  to  any  formula 
drawn  up  by  Arians  or  semi-Arians.  It  is  still  further 
evident  that  he  did  not  enter  Rome  with  the  foul  stain 
of  having  betrayed  the  faith,  but  in  triumph,  as  a  hero 
and  as  conqueror,  because  the  whole  city,  filled  with 
joy,  went  out  to  meet  him.  Although  the  emperor  may 
have  given  a  favorable  answer  to  the  Roman  matrons,  it 
is  nevertheless  not  historically  certain  that  he  promised 
to  restore  the  Pope  to  his  supreme  dignity,  for  he  after 
wards,  in  his  letter,  declared  that  he  would  recall  him, 
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and  that  he  was  to  govern  the  church  in  conjunction 
with  Felix;  that  means,  at  least,  to  keep  up  a  communi 
cation  with  the  Arians,  or  semi-Arians.  We  have 
already  seen  the  bitter  and  ironical  reply  of  the  Roman 
people  to  this  imperial  proposition.  The  reason,  as  the 
historian  says,  why  the  emperor  reluctantly  consented, 
was  sedition  excited  in  Rome;  its  streets  were  stained 
with  blood;  and  he  quotes  the  ancient  historian  Socrates 
as  his  authority.  Liberius  was  not,  therefore,  liberated 
from  exile  for  signing  any  document  whatever. 

Constantius  convoked  the  council  of  Rimini  in  the 
year  359,  that  is  the  year  after  the  alleged  fall  of 
Liberius,  and  after  he  had  returned  to  Rome.  The 
object  of  the  emperor  in  convoking  this  council,  was  to 
induce,  or  rather  to  force  the  bishop  of  the  West,  to 
condemn  the  test-word  of  Catholic  faith,  namely,  the 
word  consubstantial\  and  at  the  same  time  the  bishops  of 
the  East  were  to  reject  it  at  Seleuceia.  Ursacius  and 
Valence  came  epressly  from  the  imperial  court  to  man 
age  the  deliberations.  Four  hundred  and  forty  bishops 
assembled,  among  whom  were  eighty  Arians  and  semi- 
Arians.  The  semi-Arians  were  determined  to  leave  no 
means  untried  to  commit  the  church  to  their  views. 
This  council  was  not  convoked  by  the  Pope,  but  by  the 
emperor;  the  Pope  had  not  even  been  consulted.  If 
Liberius  had  subscribed  to  any  Arian  or  semi-Arian 
formula,  he,  without  doubt,  would  have  been  called 
and  compelled  by  the  emperor  to  come  to  the  council; 
the  document  signed  by  him  would  have  been  produced; 
and  yet  he  was  neither  summoned  nor  was  any  docu 
ment  produced  with  his  signature.  Moreover,  if  he  had 
in  any  way  approved  of,  or  favored  Arianism  or  semi- 
Arianism,  his  example  would  have  been  quoted;  yet  it 
was  not  quoted.  In  the  course  of  the  very  council,  Pot- 
amus  and  Epictatus  loudly  demanded  his  condemnation. 
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Again,  if  he  had  committed  himself  to  Arianism  or 
semi-Asianism,  the  Catholic  bishops  would  have 
denounced  him  as  a  traitor,  and  the  Arians  and  semi- 
Arians  would  have  proclaimed  that  the  Roman  Pontiff 
belonged  to  their  party,  that  he  had  sanctioned  their 
doctrines  by  his  authority.  The  silence  of  four  hundred 
and  forty  Catholic,  Arian  and  semi-Arian  bishops  prove 
beyond  contradiction,  that  Liberius  is  innocent  of  the 
charge  of  which  his  opponents  accuse  him;  and  what 
still  gives  additional  strength  to  the  proof  of  his  inno 
cence,  is  the  call  for  his  condemnation  in  the  council  by 
the  Arians  or  semi-Arians  themselves.  The  assembly 
at  Seleuceia  was  composed  of  about  one  hundred  and 
sixty  bishops,  divided  as  follows:  Nineteen  Anomceans 
or  pure  Arians;  one  hundred  arid  five  semi-Arians, 
admitting  the  similar  in  substance.  The  rest  all  of 
Egypt,  were  zealous  Catholics  supporting  the  term  con- 
substantial  and  the  faith  of  Nice.  These  bishops,  as 
well  as  those  of  Rimini,  never  alluded  to  the  alleged  fall 
of  Liberius.  The  silence  of  one  hundred  and  sixty 
more  bishops  makes  it  still  more  conclusive  that  Libe 
rius  was  innocent.  Liberius  protested  against  the  irreg 
ular  convocation  of  the  council  of  Rimini,  in  these  words: 
''The  impious  and  sacrilegious  Arians  have  succeeded 
in  assembling  the  bishops  of  the  West  at  Rimini  with  a 
view  to  deceive  them  by  their  false  discourses,  and  to 
force  them  by  means  of  imperial  authority,  either  to 
strike  out  or  openly  to  condemn  a  term  wisely  inserted 
in  the  profession  of  faith."  Liberius  afterwards  con 
demned  and  quashed  the  whole  proceedings  and 
dictated  terms  of  reconciliation  to  the  deceived  bishops 
without  a  word  on  his  part  to  acknowledge,  that  within 
the  last  two  years  he  had  been  a  traitor  himself. 

It  is  alleged  that  we  have  letters  of  Liberius  to  show 
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that  he  communicated  with  the  Arians  and  semi-Arians. 
I  will  quote  the  Dublin   Review  in  relation  to  this  accu 
sation:     «We     now    come    to    the    so-called    letters    of 
Liberius   himself.      The   fragments  of.  St.   Hilary   men 
tioned  above,  present  us  with  several  letters  purporting 
to  be  from  the  Pope  to  various  persons.     Of  these,  there 
are  four  so  extremely  like  each   other  in  language,  man 
ner,  style  and  matter,  that  they  are  evidently  the  work 
of  another.      The  language  is  such  barbarous  Latin,  and 
shows,  not  merely  such  a  want  of  polish  and  elegance, 
but   such    poverty   and    clumsiness  in    the   repetition  of 
semi-barbarous  terms  and  phrases,  that  these  letters  can 
not    possibly    be    the    production    of  a   cultivated    man 
wdiose  native  tongue  was   Latin.      The   style  is  confused 
and  unconnected,  the  thought  meagre  and  poor,  and  the 
repetition  of  two  or  three  stereotyped  phrases  suggests 
a  correspondent  wrho  is   unaccustomed  to  use  his  pen. 
Now,  of  these  four  letters  ascribed  to  Liberius,  one,  viz: 
that    addressed    to    the    Oriental    bishops,   commencing 
'studens  paci,'  has  been  proved  to  be  a  forgery,    (i )  The 
other  three  are  documents  upon  which  Mr.  Renouf,  and 
those  who  agree  with  him.  chiefly  depend  for  establish 
ing  the  charge  of  heresy  against   Pope  Liberius.      \Yith 
Dr.  Hefele,  we  have   no  hesitation   in   maintaining  that 
they  also  are  forgeries.     One  great  argument  in  proof  of 
this   is,    that   if  the    'studens   paci'   is   forged,    its   three 
congeners  are  forged  also.      Another  is,  that  they  con 
tradict  Sozimen.      From  his  narrative  it  is  evident  that 
Liberius  had  signed  nothing  and  agreed  to  nothing  when 
he  was  brought  from  Bered  to  the  court  of  Sirmium.     If 
he  had  already  signed  the  heretical  second  formula,  the 
ernperor  would  never  have  lost  time  in   trying  to  force 


(i)  Hefele  Conciliengesch,  1,625,665. 
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him  over  again  to  condemn  the  Homosusion;  much  less 
in  making  him  sign  such  a  comparatively  mild  docu 
ment  as  the  Profession  of  Basil.  But  these  letters  assert 
that  he  had  yielded  and  signed  the  heretical  formula 
before  he  left  Bered.  Thirdly,  the  second  letter  states 
that  the  whole  of  the  Roman  clergy  could  bear  witness 
that  Athanasius  had  been  separated  from  the  communion 
of  the  Roman  church.  Now,  there  is  positive  proof  that 
the  Roman  clergy  never  condemned  Athanasius,  never 
diminished  their  enthusiasm  for  him.  To  these  proofs 
may  be  added  the  imbecility  of  the  letters  themselves, 
their  discordance  with  all  that  is  known  of  the  character 
and  antecedents  of  Liberius,  and  the  patent  fact  that 
they  are  quite  different  in  style  and  language  from  those 
of  his  compositions  that  are  undoubtedly  genuine,  (i). 

Summing  up  the  evidence  Hefele  concludes  thus  : 
"For  the  reasons  given,  therefore,  and  because  they 
contradict  trustworthy  history,  I  have  as  little  doubt  as 
Baronius,  Stilting,  P.  Ballerini,  Massari,  Palma  and 
others,  as  to  their  spuriousness.  I  suspect  that  they  are 
the  work  of  some  Greek,  who  was  little  skilled  in  Latin, 
and  who  wrote  them  in  the  Anomcean  interest.  Such  a 
forgery  is  the  less  astonishing  since  we  know  that  the 
Arian  party  circulated  false  letters  of  Athanasius  himself, 
and  Sozimen  expressly  say  that  the  Anomceans  of  Asia 
had  spread  false  reports  about  Liberius,  as  though  he 
had  embraced  their  views  and  rejected  the  doctrine  of 
the  church.  May  not  these  three  letters  have  been  the 
very  means  used  to  propagate  this  falsehood."  (2). 

The  words  of  St.  Jerome,  who  says  that  Liberius 
subscribed  /;/  hcegeticam  pravitatem,  and  repeats  the  same 
thing  in  another  place,  if  they  are  genuine — which  we 


(i)  See  Revue  d-s  Questions  Historques  liv.  i.      (2)  Hefele  Coun- 
cilergesch,  i.  668. 
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do  not  in  the  least  believe— can  be  explained  of  the 
occurrence  which  we  have  related  in  the  words  of  Sozo- 
men.  Nothing  is  more  probable  than  that  the  nature 
of  the  transaction  was  not  accurately  known  to  St. 
Jerome,  or  to  the  hand  that  touched  up  his  'Chronicles' 
and  his  'De  Viris  Illustribus.'  But  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  two  texts  of  St.  Jerome  contradict  each 
other  in  one  most  important  particular.  The  passage 
from  the  <  De  Scriptoribus  Ecclesiasticis'  says  that  the 
Pope  subscribed  when  he  was  going  (pergentem)  into 
exile;  that  from  the  'Chronicles'  says  that  it  was  only 
when  overcome  by  distress  of  banishment  (tcedio  victus 
exilii)  that  he  did  so.  Mr.  Renouf  with  incredible 
unfairness  omits  from  the  former  quotation  those  very 
words /which  would  exhibit  this  flagrant  contradiction  of 
the  two  passages.  But  in  truth  there  are  many  other 
difficulties  besides  this  against  the  genuineness  of 
either."  (i) 

Rhorbacher  says  again  in  relation  to  this  subjects 
"It  may  cause  some  surprise  that  we  make  no  mention 
of  the  fall  of  Pope  Liberius,  the  famous  fall  which 
Bossuet  has  endeavored  at  great  length  to  prove.  We 
are  aware  that  in  his  Apology  for  tlie  Declaration  of  the 
Gallican  Clergy.  Bossuet  spares  no  efforts  to  prove  that 
Liberius  fell  by  subscribing  the  Arian  profession  of  faith; 
but  we  also  know  from  his  secre-tary,  that  in  a  later 
revision  of  the  work,  Bossuet  erased  the  whole  passage 
concerning  Pope  Liberius  as  not  proving  conclusively 
enough  what  he  wished  at  that  moment  to  establish.  What 
Bossuet  thought  it  his  duty  to  erase  from  his  Treatise  on 
the  Ecclesiastical  Power,  we  deem  it  proper  to  erase  from 
the  History  of  the  Church;  what  twenty  years  of  medita- 


(i)  Dublin  Review,  1868. 
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tion  and  research  have  not  enabled  Bossuet  to  prove  to 
his  own  satisfaction,  we  deem  indemonstrable.  The 
reasons  are  given  in  detail  in  the  dissertation  of  a  doctor 
of  Paris,  published  a  few  years  after  the  death  of 
Bossuet;  in  a  more  recent  treatise  of  the  learned  Zac- 
caria,  in  the  profound  Gallaud  of  Venice,  in  the  fifth 
volume  of  the  Library  of  the  Ancient  Fathers;  and 
especially  in  the  Critical  History  of  Holy  Pope  Libcrius, 
inserted  in  the  Acta  Sanctorum  on  the  twenty-third  of 
September.  We  shall  only  remark  here,  from  what  we 
have  seen,  that  the  Roman  people  could  not  endure 
Felix,  because,  while  he  professed  the  belief  of  Nice, 
he  still  communicated  with  the  Arians;  that  Pope  Lib- 
erius  entered  Rome  like  a  conqueror;  that  the  people 
gave  him  a  triumphal  reception  and  drove  out'  Felix. 
In  the  face  of  this  conduct  of  the  Roman  people,  how 
can  it  be  supposed  that  this  same  Pope  Liberius  had 
just  disgraced  himself  before  the  church  by  condemning 
St.  Athanasius,  by  subscribing  to  Arianism,  and  by  send 
ing  to  the  principal  Arians,  letters  of  communion,  as 
pitiful  in  style  as  they  were  abject  in  sentiment.  We 
have  seen  the  scandal  to  which  the  fall  of  Osius  gave 
rise,  the  advantage  taken  of  it  by  the  Arians,  and  the 
striking  reply  of  St.  Phebadius  of  Agen.  Now,  if  Lib 
erius  had  likewise  fallen,  the  scandal  would  have  been 
much  more  horrible,  the  Arians  would  have  proclaimed 
a  greater  triumph.  St.  Phebadius  would  have  found  a 
much  more  urgent  call  for  a  reply.  This  utter  silence, 
in  all  hands,  conclusively  proves  the  nullity  of  the  fact. 
It  may  be  objected  that  St.  Athanasius  refers  to  the  fall 
of  Liberius,  both  in  the  "Apology"  and  in  his  History 
of  the  "Arians  "  which  latter  work  was  addressed  to  the 
hermits;  but  it  is  universally  granted  that  the  "Apology 
against  the  Arians"  was  written  at  the  very  latest  in 
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A-  D.  350,  two  years  before  Liberius  became  pope. 
The  passage,  which  speaks  of  his  fall,  is  then,  evidently 
a  subsequent  addition  made  by  a  strange  and  unskillful 
hand;  for,  far  from  giving  it  any  force  to  the  "Apologv" 
it  only  makes  it  pointless  and  ridiculous.  The  "History 
of  the  Arians'  was  written  at  a  period  prior  to  that  of 
the  supposed  fall  of  Pope  Liberius.  This  unfavorable 
passage  is,  then,  another  interpolation  equally  uncon 
nected  with  what  precedes  and  what  follows. 

But  by  whom  could  these  interpolations  have  been 
made?  We  know  that  even  during  the  lifetime  of  St. 
Athanasius  the  Arians  forged  a  letter  in  his  name,  to- 
Constantius.  What  they  would  do  while  he  was  still 
alive,  was  certainly  easier  accomplished  after  his  death. 
Did  not  the  Donatists  invent  a  similar  account  of  the 
fall  on  the  part  of  Pope  St.  Marcellinus,  which  was 
long  received,  but  which  critics  now  acknowledge  as 
false.  But,  the  Arians  were  not  the  only  enemies  of 
Liberius;  the  Luciferian  Schismatics  were  quite  as  eager 
to  defame  him. 

In  the  words  of  Rufinus,  written  about  fifty  years 
after  this  period,  we  perhaps  see  the  first  dark  spots  on 
the  horizon,  forboding  the  storm  of  calumny  which  was 
soon  to  break  upon  the  head  of  Liberius.  He  says: 
"Liberius,  Bishop  of  Rome,  had  returned  while  Con 
stantius  was  still  alive  but  I  cannot  positively  state 
whether  it  was,  that  he  had  consented  to  subscribe,  or 
that  the  emperor  would  please  the  Roman  people  who, 
at  his  departure,  had  begged  this  favor.  Rufinus  was 
a  priest  of  Aquilea;  in  his  youth  he  may  have  known 
Liberius;  he  had  certainly  known  Fortunatus,  the  bishop 
of  Aquilea,  to  whom  the  fall  of  Liberius  is  imputed. 
And  yet  Rufinus  knows  nothing  of  it,  undoubtedly 
because  the  calumny  was  only  beginning  to  spread 
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abroad;  for  if  Liberius  had  actually  signed  an  Arian 
formula,  had  he  actually  penned  the  pitiful  letters  of 
defection  ascribed  to  him,  the  Arians,  who  were  all- 
powerful,  would  have  left  no  one  in  ignorance  of  the 
fact.  It  would  have  been  impossible  for  Rufinus  to 
retain  any  doubt  on  the  subject." 

Again  Rhorbacker  says:  "The  Greek  Monology  relates 
the  facts  as  we  have  given  them.  It  speaks  as  follows: 
'The  blessed  Liberius,  defender  of  the  faith,  was  Bishop 
of  Rome  under  the  empire  of  Constantius.  Burning 
with  zeal  for  the  orthodox  faith,  he  protected  the  great 
Athanasius,  and  persecuted  by  the  heretics  for  his  bold 
defense  of  the  truth,  and  driven  from  Alexandria. 
Whilst  Constantius  and  Constans  lived  the  Catholic 
faith  was  supported;  but  when  Constantius  was  left  sole 
master,  as  he  was  an  Arian,  the  heretics  prevailed. 
Liberius,  for  his  vigor  in  censuring  their  impiety,  was 
banished  to  Berea  in  Thrace.  But  the  Romans,  who 
always  remained  true  to  him,  went  to  the  emperor  and 
besought  his  recall.  He  was,  therefore  on  this  account, 
sent  back  to  Rome,  and  there  ended  his  life  after  a  holy 
administration  of  his  pastoral  charge.'"  (i) 


CHAPTER   FORTY-FIRST 

THE  ORTHODOXY  OF  POPE  HONORIUS. 

THE  next  Pope  accused  of  heresy  is  Honorius.    When 
he  ascended  the  Pontifical  throne  there  was  nothing 
in  the  religious  atmosphere  which  foreboded  the  dreadful 
storm  which  was  about  to  fall  upon  his  Pontificate.     But 

(i)  Rohrbacher's  Universal  History  of  the  Catholic  Church  Vol.  n, 
Page  430. 
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the  enemy  of  truth  would  not  long  remain  tranquil:  his 
great  aim  from  the  beginning  was  to  destroy  the  mystery 
of  the  Incarnation  in  one  way  or  another.  We  have 
seen  the  efforts  which  the  Arians  made  to  destroy  the 
doctrine  of  the  Divinity  of  Christ  by  denying  to  Him 
His  consubstantiality  with  the  Father,  by  proclaiming 
that  there  was  a  time  when  he  did  not  exist.  After  this 
baneful  heresy  had  been  crushed  by  the  supreme 
authority  of  the  church,  another  equally  impious  rose 
up,  and  setting  forth  a  doctrine  which,  in  its  conse 
quences,  destroys  the  Incarnation  of  the  Eternal  Word. 
Natalis  Alexander  tells  us  that  the  founder  of  this  error 
was  Sergius,  patriarch  of  Constantinople.  He  commu 
nicated  his  opinions  to  Theodore,  bishop  of  Pharon  in 
Arabia.  Theodore  replied  that  he  entertained  the  same 
opinions.  A  union  was  formed  by  the  adherents  of  these 
ctpinions.  The  act  of  the  union  was  concluded  in  633, 
and  contains  nine  articles;  but  the  seventh  is  the  one 
which  contains  all  the  poison  of  heresy.  It  asserts  that 
Christ  is  the  Son  Himself  W^ho  produces  the  Divine  and 
human  operation  by  means  of  one  Theandric  operation 
alone,  that  is.  we  may  say  a  human  Divine  operation, 
both  human  and  Divine  at  the  same  time;  so  that  the 
distinction  exists  not  in  rea'ity,  but  is  drawn  by  our 
understanding. 

Jesus  is  the  Son  of  God.  The  Son  of  God  is  of  the 
same  nature,  of  the  same  power  and  wisdom  with  the 
Father,  as  we  moie  fully  profess  in  these  words  of  the 
Nicene  creed."  And  in  Jesus  Christ  His  only  begotten 
Son,  born  of  the  Father  before  all  ages,  God  of  God, 
true  God  of  true  God,  begotten  not  made,  consubstantial 
with  the  Father,  by  Whom  all  things  are  made."  In 
time  the  Son  of  God  assumed  hiftnan  nature.  The 
Almighty  formed  a  body  and  created  a  soul  in  the  chaste 
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womb  of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary;  with  the  body  formed 
and  soul  created  the  Son  of  God,  the  second  person  of 
the  Blessed  Trinity,  united  himself  hypostatically. 
There  are,  then,  two  natures  in  Christ,  the  Divine  and 
human,  not  mixed  up,  but  really  distinct;  these  two 
natures  are  united  and  terminate  in  the  person  of  the 
Son  of  God;  there  is,  then,  in  Christ  only  one  Person, 
namely,  the  Divine  Person.  Each  nature  in  Christ 
must  have  its  own  distinct  operation,  there  are,  then, 
two  distinct  operations  in  Christ,  the  Divine  and  human. 
An  operation  is  the  result  of  an  operator;  a  rational 
operator  in  acting,  must  make  use  of  his  will;  but  as 
there  are  are  two  distinct  natures  in  Christ,  and  two 
distinct  operations,  there  must  be  two  wills;  the  Divine 
will  for  the  Divine  operation,  and  the  human  will  for  the 
human  operation.  If  you  say  wTith  the  Monothelites  that 
there  is  only  one  will  in  Christ,  then,  that  will  is  either 
Divine  or  human;  if  Divine,  then,  there  is  no  human 
will  in  the  humanity  of  Christ;  but  it  is  evident  that 
there  can  be  no  humanity  without  a  will;  if  there  is  no 
humanity  in  Christ,  then  there  can  be  no  Incarnation, 
and  consequently  no  redemption.  If  the  will  of  Christ 
is  human,  then  He  cannot  be  God,  because  the  very 
essence  of  God  requires  a  will;  there  must,  then,  be  two 
distinct  wills  in  Christ,  the  Divine  and  human.  There 
can  only  be  one  person  in  Christ,  namely,  the  Divine, 
because  Christ  is  only  one  individual;  but  if  there  were 
two  persons  in  Christ,  then  there  would  be  two  indi 
viduals,  then  the  human  individual  would  have  suffered 
and  died  for  the  redemption  of  man;  but  a  human  indi 
vidual  cannot  satisfy  the  justice  of  God;  then,  the  debt, 
which  man  contracted  with  the  Divine  justice  is  not 
liquidated.  This  would  destroy  the  hypostatic  or  per 
sonal  union  of  the  Divine  and  human  natures  in  Christ. 
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An  infinite  satisfaction  is  required  to  cancel  the  debt 
contracted  by  man  with  the  Divine  justice.  It  is  by  the 
hypostatic  union  that  the  actions  of  Christ  are  of  infinite 
merit;  hence  the  Holy  Scriptures  say  that  God  died, 
that  is,  the  Son  of  God  died  in  His  human  nature.  If, 
with  Nestorius,  you  attribute  two  persons  to  Christ,  you 
destroy  the  Incarnation,  and  consequently  the  redemp 
tion  of  mankind. 

It  may  be  well  to  say  a  few  words  with  regard  to  the 
Divine  maternity  of  the  Blessed  Virgin.  It  has  been 
seen  that  the  body  of  Christ  was  formed  in  her  chaste 
womb,  and  His  soul  created;  the  Son  of  God,  the 
second  Person  of  the  Blessed  Trinity  united  Himself 
with  that  body  and  with  that  soul  by  a  hypostatic  or 
personal  union.  The  Divinity  existed  from  all  eternity; 
but  the  Divinity  united  Itself  in  time  with  the  Sacred 
Humanity;  the  Blessed  Virgin  brought  forth  the 
Humanity  united  with  the  Divinity  by  the  hypostatic 
union;  she  is  therefore  the  Mother  of  God. 

Having  seen  the  doctrine  of  the  church  with  regard 
to  the  two  operations  and  the  two  wills  in  Christ,  we 
now  come  to  examine  the  case  of  Pope  Honorius.  The 
accusation  is  grounded  on  the  letter  to  Sergius,  patri 
arch  of  Constantinople;  and  in  that  letter  he  is  made 
out  to  teach  that  there  is  only  one  will  in  Christ.  We 
will  see  further  on  that  he  taught  no  such  doctrine. 

We  have  seen  that  Sergius  was  the  founder  of  the 
Monothelite  heresy.  By  the  propagation  of  his  errors 
a  great  controversy  naturally  arose  between  the  Cath 
olics  and  the  Monothelites.  Sergius  wrote  to  Pope 
Honorius  a  long  and  deceitful  letter,  in  which  he 
acquainted  him  that  the  emperor  Heraclius  was  desirous 
to  put  an  end  to  the  Eutychian  heresy,  that  he  had 
found  the  Eastern  mind  agitated  with  the  useless  ques- 
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tion  whether  there  were  two  operations  and  two  wills  in 
Christ.  He  says  in  his  letter:  "The  emperor  asked 
my  opinion,  and  inquired  if  I  knew  that  any  of  the  fathers 
had  taught  the  doctrine  of  a  single  will.  I  answered 
affirmatively,  and  sent  a  letter  \vritten  by  Mennas,  patri 
arch  of  Constantinople,  to  your  predecessor  Vigilius. 
It  contains  several  passages  from  the  fathers,  which 
speak  only  of  one  will  in  Jesus  Christ.  Yet  the  monk 
Sophronius,  lately  raised  to  the  See  of  Jerusalem,  con 
tinually  embitters  the  dangerous  dispute.  He  maintains 
that  we  must  admit  to  operations  in  Christ.  In  vain  he 
is  reminded  that  to  win  a  greater  number  of  souls  to 
God,  our  fathers  used  consideration  and  concession 
without  however  yielding  anything  of  strict  precept;  and 
that  here  in  like  manner,  it  was  not  fitting  to  dispute 
about  a  question  which  in  no  wise  hurts  the  true  faith. 
In  spite  of  our  efforts,  the  two  parties  are  warm  in 
the  strife.  We  have  written  to  j:he  emperor  to  urge 
upon  him  the  importance  of  crushing  a  dispute  which 
may  again  plunge  the  East  into  the  depths  of  heresy; 
and  we  deem  it  fit  to  acquaint  you  of  the  state  of  the 
question  by  sending  the  documents  that  bear  upon  it." 

The  Pope  was  ignorant  of  the  controversy  which  had 
disturbed  the  East  until  he  received  the  letter  of  Sergius. 
Utterly  unsuspicious  of  the  crafty  designs  of  Sergius,  he 
approved  of  the  desire  so  insidiously  set  forth  in  the 
letter,  of  crushing,  in  its  birth,  the  seed  of  division  and 
trouble,  and  accordingly  wrote  as  follows:  "We  have 
received  your  letter  acquainting  us  with  the  discussion 
lately  raised  in  the  East.  We  commend  your  zeal  in 
rejecting  all  novelties  of  expression  according  to  the 
advice  of  the  Apostle.  Let  us  leave  to  grammarians  to 
discuss  idle  questions,  and  disdain  a  war  of  words  which 
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would  bring  trouble  upon  the  church."  (i).  The  above 
is  taken  from  the  letter.  Such  was  the  view  of  Hono- 
rius.  He  thought  the  new  heresy  would  die  out  before 
taking  deep  root,  and  had  the  misfortune  to  regard  this 
controversy  as  an  idle  dispute. 

It  is  a  fact  admitted  by  historical  critics  that  Hon- 
orius  wrote  the  letter  in  question  to  Sergius,  patriarch 
of  Constantinople;  but  it  is  very  uncertain  whether  it  is 
the  same  as  it  came  from  the  hands  of  the  Pontiff.  It 
remained  in  the  archives  of  the  patriarchal  church  of 
Constantinople  up  to  the  death  of  Sergius,  and  for  some 
years  after;  it  was  moreover  never  published. 

Monotheliteism,  of  which  Sergius  is  the  founder,  is 
only  a  different  feature  of  Eutychianism.  Darras  says: 
"Sergius  openly  professed  the  heresy.  He  maintained 
that  none  of  the  holy  Fathers  had  ever  taught  that  there 
were  two  operations  in  Jesus  Christ,  and  that  the  per 
son  of  Christ,  subsisting  in  two  natures,  the  Divine  and 
human,  acted  by  a  single  will.  To  back  his  assertion, 
he  forged  a  letter  to  Pope  Vigilius,  signed  by  the  patri 
arch  Mennas,  and  expressing  the  Monothelite  teaching. 
This  suppositions  letter  was  sent  the  principal  Eastern 
Sees. 

This  forged  letter  was  acted  upon  by  the  fifth  gen 
eral  council  held  in  Constantinople.  In  the  sixth  gen 
eral  council,  also  held  in  Constantinople,  in  its  twelfth 
and  fourteenth  sessions,  it  was  discovered  that  it  was  a 
forgery.  It  is  evident  that  any  man,  who  forges  a  letter 
of  this  kind,  has  no  honor,  no  principle,  and  what  is 
more,  no  conscience;  such  a  man,  it  appears  to  me.  will 
stop  at  nothing;  and  what  is  still  more  criminal,  is  to 
send  such  a  forged  document  to  the  different  churches 


(i)  Darras,  Vol.  2,  Page  216. 
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or  bishops  with  a  view  to  lead  them  into  error.  I  do 
not  say  that  Sergius  fixed  up  the  letter  of  Honorius  to 
suit  his  purpose,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  he  did  not; 
at  all  events  such  a  man  can  be  trusted  only  as  far  as  he 
is  seen  and  closely  watched.  Let  it  be  granted  that  the 
letter  witten  by  Honorius  is  genuine  in  all  its  parts. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  that  letter  was  not  an  ex 
cathedra  document,  that  is,  the  Pope  did  not  wish  to 
define  the  matter  in  dispute,  for  he  says  in  it  that  "Jesus 
Christ  is  one  alone,  operating  by  the  Divinity  and 
humanity,  that  the  scriptures  prove  this  in  many  places; 
but  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  know  whether  by  the 
Divinity  or  of  the  humanity,  we  admit  one  or  two  opera 
tions.  We  should  leave  this  dispute  to  the  grammarians. 
We  ought  to  reject  these  new  expressions,  lest  the 
simple  hearing  of  two  operations  might  consider  us 
Nestorians.  or  perhaps  might  count  us  Eutychians,  if 
we  recognize  one  operation  alone  in  Christ."  In  the 
second  letter  he  says:  "Let  us  beware  not  to  darken 
the  teaching  of  the  church  by  the  clouds  of  our  dis 
cussions.  We  acknowledge  that  the  two  natures  in 
Jesus  Christ  act  and  operate,  each  with  the  other's  par 
ticipation,  the  Divine  nature  operates  what  is  of  God, 
the  human  what  is  of  man,  without  division,  without 
confusion,  without  a  change  of  the  Divine  into  man,  or 
the  human  into  God,  but  the  differences  of  natures 
remaining  wholely  distinct.  Let  it  suffice  to  admit  this 
truth  without  discussing  the  question  whether  we  should 
express  this  mode  of  action  by  the  terms  of  one  or  two 
operations  in  Jesus  Christ."  From  these  expressions 
it  is  clear  that  the  Pontiff  did  not  wish  to  define  the 
matter  in  dispute.  What  he  intended,  was  to  impose 
silence  on  both  parties,  but  that  is  not  a  definition. 

From  the  Dublin  Review  can  be  seen  the  manner  in 
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which  an  ex-cathedra  document  is  issued.  It  says: 
"Pope  Agatho  in  addressing  the  bishops  (in  the  sixth 
general  council)  sets  before  them  the  formula  of  Catholic 
faith,  which  is  the  formula  of  the  Apostolic  Magisterium 
of  the  Roman  See;  and  he  informs  them  that  they  must 
believe  and  confess  it,  and  on  the  other  hand,  condemn 
and  reject  every  dogma  contrary  to  it.  Should  they 
refuse  to  submit  to  this  rule  of  faith,  they  would  be  in 
error,  in  schism,  and  in  reprobation.  But  he  could  not 
impose  a  formula  of  faith  to  be  believed  and  confessed, 
unless  his  Magisterium  was  universally  acknowledged 
as  infallible.  Therefore  he  repeatedly  insists  on  that  capi 
tal  point  of  doctrine.  He  declares  that  the  Roman  See 
has  never  erred  and  will  never  err.  He  confirms  and 
explains  his  assertions  by  referring  to  the  promises  of 
Christ,  to  the  examples  of  all  the  Fathers  and  Doctors 
of  the  church,  and  the  (Ecumenical  synods  themselves, 
which  had  always  received  from  Rome  the  paradigm  of 
the  doctrine  they  were  to  define,  (i)  And  now  let  us 
see  how  the  assembled  Fathers  received  his  two  letters. 
Did  they  lift  up  their  voices  in  protest  against  the  funda 
mental  doctrine  of  infallibility,  which  Agatho  attributed 
to  his  See,  and  which  rested  on  the  promises  of  Christ 
Himself  ?  Was  objection  raised  to  the  magisterial  tone 
of  the  letters  addressed  to  an  (Ecumenical  Council  ? 
The  large  and  influential  assembly  of  bishops  not  only 
found  nothing  to  censure  in  the  letters  of  the  Pope,  but 
it  received  them  as  a  whole  and  in  all  their  parts  as  if 
they  had  been  written  by  St.  Peter,  or  rather  by  God 
Himself.  The  Fathers  testified  to  their  admitting  the 
infallibility  and  Divine  authority  of  the  Je-tters,  in  the 
eighth  session  as  well  as  in  the  Synodical  Letter 
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addressed  to  Agatho;  and  in  the  Prosphonetic  letter  sent 
to  the  emperor,  they  regarded  them  as  a  rule  of  faith.  No 
sooner  did  suspicion  arise  that  four  bishops  and  two 
monks  refused  to  adhere  to  them,  then  the  Council 
ordered  them  to  give  an  explanation  of  their  faith  in 
writing  on  oath.  They  submitted,  and  solemnly  affirmed 
that  they  accepted  without  reserve  all  the  heads  of  the 
doctrine  contained  in  the  Letters.  Again,  Macarius, 
patriarch  of  Antioch,  was  by  sentence  of  the  Council, 
deposed  from  his  dignity  and  expelled  from  the  Synod, 
because  he  refused  to  adhere  to  the  Letters  of  Agatho.  (i) 
It  is  necessary,  before  proceeding  farther,  to  have  a 
clear  conception  of  the  nature  of  a  Papal  ex  cathedra 
decree.  The  explanation  given  by  F.  Bottalla  is 
admirable;  I  will  give  it  as  I  found  it  in  the  Dublin 
Review,  1869:  "There  are  twro  kinds  of  cases  in  which 
doctrines  may  be  said  to  be  defined  by  the  Pope.  One 
regards  the  doctrines  which  are  not  contained  in  a  clear 
manner  in  the  universal  magisterium  of  the  church,  and 
which  are  disputed  on  both  sides;  as  \vas  for  several 
centuries  the  doctrine  of  the  Immaculate  Conception 
with  many  others.  The  second  concerns  doctrines 
clearly  revealed  and  universally  believed  as  dogmas  of 
faith,  though  they  have  never  been  defined  explicitly 
and  under  anathema  by  the  authentic  magisterium. 
Such  was  the  doctrine  of  the  consubstantiality  of  the 
Divine  Word,  and  generally  all  the  doctrines  concern 
ing  the  Incarnation.  Now,  the  denial  of  a  doctrine  of 
the  first  class,  before  its  infallible  definition,  does  not 
constitute  a  sin  of  heresy;  and  if  either  of  the  two  rival 
schools  seek  the  supreme  judgment  of  the  Pope  upon 
the  -question,  it  must  be  prepared  to  submit  -to  that 


(i)  Bottalla,  pp.  go  92.     Dublin  Review,  1869. 
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judgment,  and  be  ready  to  reject  the  doctrine  till  then 
defended,  and  to  even  embrace  the  contrary  teaching 
were  it  proposed  by  the  Pope  ex  cathedra.  A  doctrine 
universally  believed  in  the  church  is  infallible  de  fide\ 
the  consent  of  the  church  being  equivalent  to  a  formal 
and  explicit  definition.  Therefore  the  Arians,  the 
Nestorians  and  the  Eutychians  were  generally  looked  upon 
by  Catholics  as  heretics,  even  before  any  infallible  sentence 
had  been  pronounced  against  Jhem.  In  such  cases  when  a 
definition  is  required  either  from  the  Pope  or  from  an 
CEcumenical  Council,  the  request  is  made  not  properlv 
for  the  instruction  of  the  orthodox  as  to  what  they 
should  believe  in  the  matter,  but  only  to  crush  and 
destroy  error  with  the  overwhelming  authority  of  a 
Supreme  Judgment.  As  to  Catholics,  those,  who  from 
ignorance  and  prejudice  have  been  led  into  error,  are 
bound  to  wait  for  the  infallible  decree,  and  must  hold 
themselves  in  readiness  to  submit  unreservedly  to  the 
same;  but  others,  who  are  fully  acquainted  with  the 
teachings  of  the  church,  must  be  steady  in  their  adhe 
sion  to  it,  while  expecting  that  infallible  decision  which 
will  finally  confirm  their  faith.  For  the  Divine  truth 
proposed  in  a  decree  of  faith,  cannot  possbly  differ  from 
the  Divine  truth  believed  in  the  universal  church.  Con 
sequently  in  such  cases,  when  Catholics,  already  in 
possession  of  the  Catholic  truth,  apply  to  the  Pope  or 
a  general  council  for  a  definition  necessary  to  insure  the 
triumph  of  faith  over  heresy,  they  should  not  harbor  in 
their  hearts  the  smallest  doubt  concerning  the  doctrine 
laid  before  the  Apostolic  See."  (i) 

The    Pontiff    teaches   ex  cathedra    always    and    only, 
when  he  exhibits  his  intention  of  imposing  on  all    Cath- 


(i)  Bottalla,  pp.  42,  43. 
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olics  an  obligation  of  absolute  assent.  Ex  cathedra 
documents  are  used  with  certain  solemnities,  from 
which  the  mind  of  the  Pontiff  can  be  unmistakably 
known.  Bottalla  explains  the  formalities  of  such  docu 
ments  as  follows: 

"According  to  the  discipline  and  practice  of  the  church 
in  ancient  times,  which  was  preserved  for  many  centu 
ries,  there  are  some  solemnities  which  were  ordinarily 
observed  when  dogmatic  constitutions  were  dispatched 
by  the  Roman  Potiffs.  They  were  previously  read  and 
examined  in  the  synods  of  the  bishops  of  Italy,  with 
whom  the  prelates  of  neighboring  provinces  were  some 
times  associated,  or  in  the  assembly  of  the  clergy  of  the 
Roman  church.  Again,  they  were  sent  to  the  patriarchs, 
or  even  to  the  primates  and  metropolitans,  that  they 
might  everywhere  be  known  and  obeyed.  Finally,  the 
signatures  of  all  the  bishops  were  often  required  to  these 
Papal  constitutions,  to  show  their  submission  and  adhe 
sion  to  them.  We  do  not  now  mean  to  spend  time  in 
demonstrating  these  points  of  ancient  ecclesiastical  dis 
cipline;  they  will  be  found  proved  beyond  all  question 
in  the  learned  works  of  Constant,  Tomassin  and  Cardinal 
Orsi.  It  must  be  distinctly  understood  that  we  do  not 
maintain  the  absolute  necessity  of  the  above  mentioned 
characters,  as  if  no  Papal  utterance  of  that  age  could  be 
ex  cathedra,  if  any  of  these  marks  were  wanting;  but  we 
maintain  affirmatively  that  Papal  utterances  bearing  all 
these  characters,  were  to  be  regarded  as  certainly  issued 
ex  cathedra]  and  negatively,  that  no  Papal  decree  would 
be  considered  at  that  time  as  ex  cathedra,  if  wanting  in 
all  and  each  of  these  characters."  Again  he  says:  "In 
order  that  a  Papal  utterance  may  have  the  character  of 
teaching  ex  cathedra,  it  is  requisite,  first  not  only  that  it 
should  treat  of  a  question  of  faith,  but  that  it  should 
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propose  a  doctrine  to  be  believed  or  condemned;    secondly, 
that  the  Pope  should  show  the  intention  of  teaching  as 
Pope,    and    of    enforcing    his    doctrinal   decree    on    the 
universal   church.      If  either   of   these   two   qualities   be 
wanting   the   letter    [of    Honorius]    cannot    be    said    to 
contain  any  teaching  ex  cathedra.     This  is  what  all  Cath 
olics,  without  exception,  admit  as  necessary  and  essential 
to  an  infallible  document  issued  by  Papal  authority,  "(i). 
Let  us  now  see  whether  we  can  find  such  features  in 
the  letter  of  Honorius  to  Sergius,  Muzzaretti  gives  us 
ample  information  on  this  subject.     I  will  give  a  passage 
of  his  work  as  I  find  it  in  the  Dublin  Review  of  1869;  it 
is    as   follows:    "So   far   is   it  from  having   the   right   of 
being  called  a  solemn  letter,  that  in  the  West,  where  it 
was  made  up,  it  was  for  many  years  unknown.      In  it, 
therefore,  appear   all   the   marks  of  a  private  letter.      It 
was    written     by    the     command    and    in    the    name    of 
Honorius,  by  his  private  secretary  or  notary,'  and  there 
fore,  so  that  it  was  only  from  this   secretary  that  John, 
the  successor  of  Honorius,  could  ascertain  his  intention, 
and  the  interpretation  of  the  letter.      In  the  West,  as  we 
have  stated,  the  letter  was  hidden  for  a  long  period,  and 
at  length  it  only  became  known  when  Pyrrus,   the  suc 
cessor  of  Sergius,  made  haste  to  draw  out  the  true  sense 
of  the  writings  of  Honorius;   thus  Pope  John  testifies  in 
his  apology  to  Constantine  for  Honorius.    (2).      Now,  it 
cannot,  therefore,  be  said  that  then   the  original  epistle 
of   Honorius  was   published  in   the  West:   but  only  the 
testimony   was   made   manifest,    for   Pyrrus   renders   an 
account  of  this  very  letter   in   his  epistle  sent  to  various 
places.      Moreover,   about   the  letter   in   question,  there 
was    no    mention    or    charge    made    at    the    subsequent 


(i)  Bcrttalla,  page  18.     (2)  Cone,  tome, '5,  page  1759. 
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Roman  Synods,  in  which  were  condemned  the  Monothe- 
lites,  Sergius,  Pyrrus  and  Paul  of  Constantinople.  In 
the  East,  however,  the  document  existed  not,  because 
the  epistle  of  Honorius  was  not  sent  to  the  churches  by 
Sergius.  In  the  twelfth  sitting  of  the  sixth  synod  the 
Latin  autograph  epistle  of  Honorius,  with  a  Greek 
interpretation,  was  produced  from  no  less  a  place  than 
from  the  patriarchal  safes  of  the  Constantinopolitan 
church.  It  was  sent,  therefore,  to  Sergius  alone,  and 
hidden  by  him  in  the  archives  of  the  church;  and  from 
it  probably  Pyrrus  cut  out  certain  words  by  which  he 
craftily  implicated  the  authority  of  Honorius  into  a 
bulwark  of  defence  for  his  heresy.  For  in  truth  in  the 
Lateren  Synod  under  Martin,  the  First,  in  which 
Stephen,  the  bishop  of  Dorensus  and  ex  partc  of  Jeru 
salem,  brought  forth  a  document  against  the  errors  of 
Sergius  and  his  successor  Pyrrus  and  Paul:  but  no 
mention  is  made  of  the  guilt  of  Honorius,  which  it  would 
have  been  necessary  to  examine  in  the  case.  The  same 
silence  is  observed  in  the  book  of  the  Greek  Monks, 
which  was  read  in  this  connection.  This  book  ought  to 
have  brought  the  quarrel  of  the  orthodox  Oriental 
about  the  epistle  of  Honorius  before  the  synod  in  this 
case.  Not  even  in  the  xTypus  Constantis  of  Paul,  the 
Monothelite,  and  in  which  all  strife  about  one  will  and 
one  operation  or  two  wills  and  operations,  was  pro 
hibited,  is  there  any  testimony  produced  from  the  epistle 
of  Honorius,  which  Paul  should  have  suggested  to 
Constans,  in  order  that  he  could  defend  the  Typus 
against  the  Occidentals,  and  ensure  himself  against  the 
condemnation  of  Martin." 

What  has  been  stated  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
letter  of  Pope  Honorius  to  Sergius  is  not  an  ex  cathedra 
document. 
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Although  the  letter  of  the  Pontiff  was  not  an  ex 
cathedra  document,  and  though  he  did  not  intend  to 
make  any  difmition  of  faith,  we  nevertheless  maintain 
that  the  letter  in  question  contains  nothing  herterodox 
or  heretical.  In  order  to  determine  this  we  must  have 
recourse  to  the  letter  itself.  Honorius  teaches  clearly 
and  distinctly  in  that  letter,  that  Christ  is  the  Mediator 
between  God  and  men,  that  He  descended  from  heaven 
and  assumed  human  nature.  He  mentions  distinctly 
the  two  natures,  namely,  the  Divine  and  human;  he  says 
that  they  are  distinct,  and  the  one  is  not  mixed  up  with 
the  other;  he  says  furthermore,  that  there  are  two  dis 
tinct  operations  in  Christ,  the  Divine  and  human.  In 
his  second  letter  he  expresses  his  meaning  still  more 
clearly,  for  he  says  that  we  should  beware  not  to  darken 
the  teachings  of  the  church  by  the  clouds  of  our  discus 
sions.  We  acknowledge  that  the  two  natures  in  Jesus 
Christ  act  and  operate  each  with  the  other's  participa 
tion;  the  Divine  nature  operates  what  is  of  God,  and  the 
human  what  is  of  man,  without  division,  without  con 
fusion,  without  a  change  of  the  Divine  nature  into  man, 
and  without  the  human  in  God,  but  the  difference  of  the 
two  natures  remain  wholly  distinct.  Let  it  suffice  to 
admit  this  truth  without  discussing  the  question  by  the 
terms  of  one  or  two  operations  in  Jesus  Christ. 

It  is  evident  from  the  Pontiff's  first  letter  that  he 
implicitly  taught  that  there  are  two  wills  in  Christ,  for 
he  says  that  we  ought  to  reject  new  expressions,  lest 
the  simple  hearing  of  two  operations  might  consider  us 
Nestorians,  or  perhaps  might  count  us  Eutychians,  if  we 
recognize  one  operation  alone  in  Christ. 

We  must  remember  that  the  Nestorians  attributed 
two  persons  to  Christ.  The  Pontiff  evidently  feared 
that  the  word  operation  might  be  taken  for  person;  thus 
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he  wished  to  escape  Nestorianism.  On  the  other  hand 
he  wished  to  keep  aloof  from  Eutychianism,  which 
taught  that  there  was  only  one  will  in  Christ.  The  con 
text  of  the  Pontiff's  words  alone,  indicate  clearly  and 
distinctly  that  he  taught  that  there  are  two  wills  in 
Christ.  Again,  he  speaks  of  the  two  distinct  natures, 
the  Divine  and  human,  of  the  two  distinct  operations, 
the  Divine  and  human,  in  his  first  letter.  In  his  second 
letter  he  is  still  more  explicit,  for  there  he  says  that  the 
two  natures  are  without  division,  without  confusion, 
without  a  change  of  the  Divine  into  man  and  the  human 
into  God,  but  their  differences  remain  wholy  distinct. 

Now,  the  human  nature  in  Christ  means  that  he  is 
man;  but  the  essence  of  man  is  his  soul  and  body.  One 
of  the  essential  attributes  of  the  soul  is  the  will;  if  you 
take  away  the  will,  you  destroy  an  essential  attribute  of 
the  soul,  and  consequently  the  soul  itself;  but  without  a 
soul  there  can  be  no  humanity;  then  Christ  did  not 
assume  human  nature.  Moreover,  the  Pontiff  speaks 
clearly  of  the  two  distinct  operations  in  Christ,  the 
Divine  and  human.  An  operation  is  the  result  of  an 
operator  or  agent.  An  intelligent  agent  cannot 
act  without  a  will;  but  as  there  are  two  operations  in 
Christ,  the  Divine,  operating  in  a  Divine  manner,  and 
the  human,  operating  in  a  human  manner,  there  must 
be  two  distinct  wills  in  Christ,  the  Divine  and  human. 
The  Monothelites  knew  this,  for  later  on  they  admitted 
only  one  operation  in  Christ;  therefore  the  Pontiff 
taught  in  his  letter  to  Sergius  that  there  are  two  wills  in 
Christ. 

But  Honorius  says  in  his  letter  to  Sergius:  "We 
profess  one  will  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  because 
plainly  our  nature  was  assumed  by  the  Godhead,  not  the 
sin  in  it;  that  is,  our  nature  as  it  was  created  before  sin 
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existed,  not  that  which  was  corrupted  after  the  trans 
gression."  He  says  that  Christ  assumed  our  nature  as 
it  was  before  it  was  corrupted  by  sin.  Now,  the  will  of 
our  first  parent  was  upright  and  entirely  subject  to 
reason  and  to  God  before  their  transgression  in  Para 
dise.  Though  by  the  sin  of  Adam  the  free  will  of  man 
was  not  lost  or  extinguished,  yet  the  entire  Adam, 
through  that  offense  or  prevarication,  was  changed  in 
body  and  soul  for  the  worse.  Human  nature  has,  then, 
been  wounded  by  the  sin  of  Adam.  Adam  could  not 
transmit  any  other  than  wounded  human  nature  to  his 
posterity;  hence  the  Apostle  says:  ''By  one  man,  sin 
entered  into  the  world,  and  by  sin,  death,  and  so  death 
passed  upon  all  men  in  whom  all  have  sinned."  (i). 
But  as  the  will  is  an  essential  attribute  of  the  soul,  it 
was,  therefore,  wounded  by  the  fall  of  Adam, 

The  first  wound  of  the  will  is  inordinate  self-love, 
and  an  immoderate  love  of  transitory  objects;  this  love 
destroys  charity. 

The  second,  is  the  difficulty  we  experience  in  prac 
ticing  virtue,  and  in  overcoming  our  sinful  passions. 

The  third,  is  our  incredible  negligence  in  laboring  to 
procure  our  eternal  salvation,  often  preferring  the  goods 
of  earth  to  those  of  heaven. 

The  fourth,  is  the  unbounded  solicitation  of  acquir 
ing  the  goods  of  this  world. 

The  fifth,  is  a  certain 'wonderful  perversity  which  the 
will  has  in  serving  God.  It  sometimes  refuses  to  accept 
God's  truths  confirmed  by  many  miracles. 

The  sixth,  is  the  inconstancy  of  the  will  and  the 
internal  struggle  which  frequently  arises  within  the 
human  breast.  Finally  the  grace  of  God  is  required  to 

(i)  Rom.   5,    12. 
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renovate  the  will.  God  gives  His  grace,  but  the  will,  if 
it  wishes  to  receive  it,  must  accept  it.  These  wounds  in 
the  will  are  the  effects  of  original  sin,  and  are  called  the 
will  of  the  flesh. 

We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  that  the  wounds  or 
disorders  in  the  will  are  sins  in  themselves.  The  Coun 
cil  of  Trent  is  explicit  on  this  subject;  it  says:  "But 
•this  holy  synod  confesses  and  is  sensible  that  in  the  bap 
tized  there  remains  concupiscence,  or  an  incentive  to 
sin;  which,  whereas  it  is  left  for  our  exercise,  cannot 
injure  those  who  consent  not,  but  resist  manfully  by  the 
grace  of  Jesus  Christ;  yea,  he,  who  shall  have  striven 
lawfully,  shall  be  crowned."  (i  ). 

This  concupisence,  which  the  Apostle  sometimes 
called  sin,  (2)  the  holy  synod  declares  that  the  Catholic 
church  has  never  understood  it  to  be  called  sin,  as  being 
truly  and  properly  sin  in  those  born  again,  but  because 
it  is  of  sin,  and  inclines  to  sin."  (3).  These  wounds 
and  disorders  were  not  in  the  will  of  Adam  before  his 
transgression,  but  were  inflicted  upon  him  and  his 
descendants  for  his  transgression. 

Now,  when  the  Pontiff  says  that  Christ  has  one  will 
he  means  that  Christ  has  not  two  opposite  human  wills, 
such  as  we  have,  the  one  defective,  the  will  of  the  flesh, 
that  the  will  of  Christ  was  not  wounded  by  sin  like  ours, 
but  that  He  had  a  correct  human  will,  the  will  of  the 
spirit,  such  as  was  the  will  of*  Adam  before  his  fall. 
This  is  evident  from  the  words  of  the  Pontiff,  for  he 
says  our  nature  was  assumed  by  the  Godhead,  but  not 
the  sin  in  it;  that  is  our  nature  as  it  was  created,  and 
before  sin  existed. 

The  Dublin  Review  says:    "The  question  to  be  here 


(i)  2  Tim.  2,5.     (2)  Rom.  6ch.,  8  v.     (3)  Canon  5th,  on  Origin  Sin. 
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asked  is  most  simple,  and  admits  but  of  one  possible 
reply.  Is  Honorius  speaking  in  these  words,  of  Christ's 
Divine  or  human  will?  Mr.  Renoulf  makes  the  astound 
ing  remark  that  the  context  of  this  passage  proves  its 
reference  to  the  Divine  will.  Can  he  be  in  his  senses? 
Does  he  think,  or  did  Honorius  think  that  Adam  before 
his  fall  was  a  plant?  A  vegetable?  At  the  utmost  a 
brute?  Was  not  Adam  created  in  possession  of  a  will? 
That,  which  he  was  happy  in  not  possessing,  was  a 
second  will  at  variance  with  the  first.  Now,  Honor! tis's 
distinct  argument  is  this:  Since  Christ  assumed  that 
human  nature  which  existed  before  the  fall.  He  has 
only  one  (human)  will  and  not  two.  Yet  Mr.  Renoulf 
will  have  ir,  and  Dollinger  will  have  it  that  the  will  of 
which  the  Pontiff  speaks  is  the  Divine.  When  should 
we  have  heard  the  last  of  it,  if  some  unlucky  Ultramon 
tane  had  talked  such  nonsense?  Judging  indeed  from 
his  pamphlet,  we  are  confident  that  Dr.  Dollinger's 
intellectual  powers  have  been  egregiously  overrated; 
but  still  neither  of  the  two  is  an  idiot.  How  can  we 
account  for  so  stupid  a  blunder,  unless  we  ascribe  it  to 
the  blinding  force  of  prejudice?"  Moreover,  that  such 
is  the  Pontiff's  meaning  is  evident  from  the  testimony 
of  St.  Maximus:  'To  whom,'  said  Maximus,  'should  we 
rather  refer  the  explanation  of  that  letter;  (of  Honorius). 
To  the  Pontiffs  who  succeeded  Honorius,  and  whose 
holy  teaching  enlightened  all  the  West,  or  to  those  who 
say  what  they  please  in  Constantinople.'  It  would  be 
more  reasonable  to  rely  upon  the  Roman  Pontiffs. 
Well,  they  all  assert  that  it  was  the  well-known  and 
received  design  of  Honorius  to  bury  in  silence  a  heresy 
of  which  he  feared  the  results;  and  that  he  never  intended 
to  give  judgment  in  favor  of  the  Monothelites.  Pope 
John  the  Fourth,  wrote  as  follows  to  the  emperor  Con- 
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stantine  of  happy  memory:  '  When.  Honorius  spoke  of 
a  single  will  in  Jesus  Christ,  he  meant  that  in  the  Person 
of  the  Incarnate  Word,  the  humanity  had  not  the  two 
contrary  wills  of  the  flesh  and  the  spirit,  as  we  have 
since  the  fall.  But  he  did  not  mean  that  the  Divinity 
had  not,  in  Jesus  Christ.  Its  own  proper  will  as  well 
as  the  humanity. '"  (i).  The  secretary,  who  wrote  the 
letter  for  Honorius,  bears  the  same  testimony  as  to  the 
meaning  of  Honorius. 

I  will  now  briefly  show  that  the  sixth  general  council 
did  not  condemn  Honorius  as  a  heretic,  but  simply  for 
not  using  his  Ponifical  authority  to  crush  this  pernicious 
heresy.  We  will  make  a  few  preliminary  observations 
before  proceeding  to  consider  the  question  at  issue.  A 
general  council  must  be  convened  by  the  Pope;  he 
himself  must  preside  either  in  person  or  through  his 
legates;  nevertheless,  the  decrees  of  such  a  council  are 
not  binding,  and  are  not  to  be  received  as  Catholic 
doctrine,  unless  they  are  approved  by  the  Pope. 
Instances  occur  in  the  history  of  the  church,  from  which 
we  learn  that  some  decrees  passed  by  general  councils 
were  never  approved  by  any  Pope,  but  rejected.  Although 
the  council  be  general,  nevertheless  unapproved  decrees 
of  such  a  council  are  not  decrees  of  a  general  council, 
for  to  be  decrees  of  a  general  council  they  must  receive 
the  Papal  approbation. 

The  sixth  general  council,  that  is  the  council  in 
which  Honorius  was  condemned,  understood  very  well 
that  the  letter  of  Pope  Agatho  to  it,  under  whom  that 
council  was  convened,  was  a  dogmatic  or  ex  cathedra 
letter.  In  that  letter  he  declares  that  the  Roman  See 
has  never  erred,  and  that  it  shall  never  err.  When  his 


(i)  Darras's  History  of  the  Church,  vol.  2,  page  228. 
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letter  was  read  in  the  council,  the  bishops  exclaimed: 
"Petrtis  per  cs  Agathonis  locust  us  est."  Peter  has  spoken 
by  the  month  of  Agatho.  Now,  if  Honorins,  the 
predecessor  of  Agatho,  had  taught  heresy,  how  could 
Agatho  say  that  the  See  of  Rome,  or  the  Pope  speak 
ing  ex  cathedra  has  never  erred  and  will  never  err?  It 
is  evident  from  Agatho's  letter  to  the  emperor,  that  he 
did  not  refer  to  Honorius  as  to  a  heretic;  he  did  expressly 
refer  to  that  letter  of  his  (Honorius's),  which  the  coun 
cil  afterwards  condemned,  as  to  the  letter  of  a  perfectly 
orthodox  man.  Agatho  says  in  his  letter  to  the 
emperor:  "My  predecessors  thoroughly  instructed  as 
they  were  in  the  Lord's  doctrine  from  the  time  when  the 
Const antinopolitan  patriarchs  endeavored  to  introduce 
this  heretical  novelty  into  Christ's  spotless  church,  have 
never  neglected  to  exhort  and  entreatingly  press  them, 
that  they  wTould  desist  from  this  heretical  depravity, 
were  it  only  by  keeping  silence"  Now,  no  other  Pope, 
except  Honorius,  was  contented  with  exorting  the 
heretical  patriarchs  to  silence;  nor  has  any  one  ever 
doubted  but  that  the  concluding  words  above  quoted 
refer  to  that  Pontiff.  We  do  not,  of  course,  suppose 
that  the  passage  is  ex  cathedra,  nevertheless  it  declares 
Pope  Agatho's  conviction  that  Honorius,  his  predecessor, 
was  thoroughly  instructed  in  the  Lord's  doctrine,  and 
not  insensible  to  the  deadly  evil  of  Monothelism,  and 
that  he  never  taught  that  heresy. 

But  the  adversary  says  that  the  sixth  general  council 
in  reading  among  other  documents,  the  answer  of  Hon 
orius  to  Sergius,  bishop  of  Constantinople,  rejected  it 
with  execration  together  with  the  letter  of  Sergius,  to 
which  it  was  a  reply  and  to  another  directed  to  Cyrus, 
then  bishop  of  Phasis,  and  added  to  their  anathemas 
against  various  heretics  by  name,  this  very  solemn  con- 
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demnation:  "We  have  resolved  also  to  anathematize 
Honorius,  who  was  Pope  of  ancient  Rome,  since  we 
find  from  his  letter  addressed  by  him  to  Sergius,  that 
conforming  to  his  views  in  all  things  he  confirmed  the 
impious  dogmas."  They  cried  out:  "To  Honorius 
the  heretic  anathema."  The  question  now  arises  whether 
the  sixth  general  council  condemned  Honorius  as  a 
heretic.  The  adversary  maintains  the  affirmative.  We 
maintain,  first  that  Honorius  was  not  condemned  for 
having  taught  heresy  ex  cathedra,  for  the  council  does 
not  in  the  slightest  degree  allude  to  that.  It  cannot  be 
doubted  but  that  the  council  was  aware  that  the  letter 
in  question,  on  which  the  condemnation  was  grounded, 
was  not  an  ex  cathedra  document,  but  a  private  letter  to 
Sergius.  To  suppose  the  contrary  would  be  to  tax  the 
council  with  gross  ignorance  of  the  then  recently  trans 
pired  events,  and  also  with  ignorance  of  the  nature  of  an 
(i)  ex  cathedra  Papal  document;  therefore  they  did  not 
consider  the  letter  of  Honorius  as  an  ex  cathedra  docu 
ment,  and  consequently  did  not  condemn  him  for  teach 
ing  heresy  ex  cathedra.  If  Honorius  had  been  con 
demned  for  teaching  heresy  as  a  private  doctor,  that 
would  not  militate  against  the  infallibility  of  the  Pope 
teaching  faith  and  morals  ex  cathedra.  But  we,  more 
over,  maintain  that  the  council  did  not  condemn  Hon 
orius,  even  as  a  private  doctor,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the 
word,  nor  his  letter  to  Sergius  as  heretical.  Though 
the  council  says:  "We  condemn  Sergius,  Cyrus,  etc., 
and  Honorius,  Pope  of  ancient  Rome."  Yet  it  cannot 
be  supposed  that  he  was  condemned  in  the  same  cata- 
gory  with  the  ring  leaders  of  the  Monothelite  heresy, 
because  the  letter  of  Honorius  was  read  in  the  council. 


(i)  Act  of  the  council  13. 
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Moreover,  the  council  must  have  known  the  testimony 
of  St.  Maximus,  of  John,  the  Abbot,  who  was  the 
private  secretary  of  Honorins,  and  who  wrote  that  very 
letter  for  the  Pontiff,  and  of  Pope  John  the  Fourth,  by 
which  it  was  evident  that  the  letter  was  entirely  ortho 
dox.  Besides,  by  examining  the  letter  it  can  easily  be 
seen  that  it  contained  the  Catholic  doctrine.  How 
could  they,  then,  condemn  Honorius  in  the  sense  that 
he  actually  taught  heresy?  If  they  did,  then,  they  por 
trayed  either  the  most  deplorable  ignorance  or  an  ill 
will  towards  the  Pontiff.  They  had,  moreover,  the 
letter  of  Pope  Agatho,  from  which  it  was  clear  that 
Honorius  did  not  teach  heresy.  To  say,  then,  that  the 
council  condemned  Honorius  for  teaching  heresy,  is  to 
accuse  the  assembled  bishops  of  not  knowing  the  rudi 
ments  of  either  philosophy  or  thology,  because  it  is 
philosophically  and  theologically  evident  that  the  letter 
is  orthodox. 

Again,  if  the  bishops  of  the  sixth  general  council 
condemned  Honorius  as  a  heretic  and  his  writings 
heterodox,  it  is  inexplicable  how  they  could  disregard 
the  testimony,  not  only  of  St.  Maximus  and  of  John,  the 
Abbot,  as  to  the  innocence  of  Honorius,  but  also  the 
testimony  of  two  Roman  Pontiffs,  of  John  the  Fourth 
and  of  Agatho.  Agatho  says  in  his  letter  as  we  have 
seen,  the  Roman  See  has  never  erred  and  will  never  err. 
How  could  those  bishops  exclaim,  that  Peter  had  spoken 
through  the  mouth  of  Agatho?  It  then  follows  that  the 
meaning  of  the  council  is,  that  it  considered  Honorius  a 
heretic  in  the  sense  that  he  neglected  to  crush  the 
heresy  by  his  Pontincial  authority,  that  he  neglected  to 
give  a  formal  and  sharp  definition  with  regard  to  the 
two  wills  in  Christ;  and  that  by  imposing  silence  on 
both  Catholics  and  Monothelites,  and  by  his  own  silence 
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and  passiveness,  he  indirectly  favored  the  heresy; 
but  that  is  not  teaching  heresy,  and  consequently  he 
was  not  a  heretic  either  teaching  ex  cathedra  or  as  a 
private  doctor. 

It  must  furthermore  be  noticed  that  in  the  particular 
acts  of  the  council,  there  is  a  marked  difference  between 
the  letter  of  Honorius  and  that  of  Sergius.  At  the 
thirteenth  session  the  bishops  thus  speak.  "Having 
read  the  dogmatic  letter  written  by  Sergius,  ....  likewise 
the  letter  written  back  by  Honorius,"  etc.  It  cannot 
be  accidental  that  in  the  same  sentence  the  epithet  dog 
matic  is  given  to  the  letter  of  Sergius  and  not  given  to 
that  of  Honorius.  It  appears  further  evident  that  the 
bishops  studiously  avoided  throughout  the  council  to 
give  the  epithet  dogmatic  to  Honorius's  letter.  This 
cannot  be  accounted  for  otherwise  than  that  they  knew 
the  real  facts  in  the  case,  and  that  they  considered  the 
letter  of  Honorius  as  disciplinary  or  hortatory,  and  not 
dogmatic. 

If  what  has  been  advanced  does  not  satisfy  the 
adversary;  and  if  he  still  persists  that  Honorius  was 
condemned  as  a  heretic,  I  reply  that  the  decrees  of  a 
general  council  are  only  binding,  and  are  only  to  be 
received  when  they  are  approved  of  by  the  Pope;  but 
no  Pope  approved  of  any  decree  condemning  Honorius 
as  a  heretic,  or  his  writings  as  heretical;  therefore,  even 
in  the  hypothesis  of  the  adversary,  Honorius  is  innocent 
of  the  charge  of  heresy. 

When  the  acts  of  the  sixth  general  council  arrived  at 
Rome,  Agatho  was  dead;  they  were  approved  of  by  his 
immediate  scccessor,  Leo,  the  Second,  in  as  far  as  they 
were  orthodox.  Now,  let  us  see  in  what  way  Pope  Leo 
approved  of  the  decree  condemning  Honorius.  The 
Pontiff  says:  "In  like  manner  we  anathmatize  the 
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inventors  of  the  new  error.  Theodore,  bishop  of  Pharon, 
Cyrus  of  Alexandria,  Sergius,  Pyrrus,  Paul,  Peter,  over 
throwers  rather  than  rulers  of  the  Constantinopolitan 
church;  nay  and  Honorius  also,  who  did  not  labor  to 
preserve  purity  in  this  Apostolic  church  by  teaching 
Apostolic  doctrine,  but  by  a  profane  betrayal  suffered 
the  spotless  to  be  polluted;  and  likewise  all  who  have 
shared  in  their  errors."  In  relation  to  this  subject  the 
Dublin  Review  says:  ''Every  one  will  here  see  that  the 
Holy  Pontiff  draws  an  emphatic  distinction  between  the 
other  anathematized  persons  and  Honorius,  and,  con 
sequently,  that  he  does  not  confirm  the  definition  of  the 
Council,  in  any  sense  inconsistent  with  this  broad  dis 
tinction.  They  were  active,  Honorius  was  passive:  they 
were  inventors  of  the  new  error,  while  he  permitted  the 
spotless  to  be  defiled.  But  if  Honorius  had  been  him 
self  a  Monothelite  heretic,  he  would  have  been  no  less 
an  inventor  of  the  new  error  than  were  Cyrus,  Pyrrus. 
Paul  or  Peter;  for  it  was  none  of  these  who  originally 
started  the  heretical  idea.  Indeed  St.  Leo  abstained 
pointedly  from  all  language  which  could  be  understood 
to  imply  that  Honorius  had  himself  fallen  into  heresy. 
He  did  not  condem  Honorius  as  a  heretic.  But  he 
proclaimed  infallibly  the  dogmatic  fact,  that  Honorius 
had  grievously  injured  the  church  by  his  failure  in  that 
energetic  resistence  to  heresy,  which  was  the  highest 
dutv  incumbent  on  a  Roman  Pontiff." 
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